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1 Introduction
Universal suffrage is a given in most industrialized countries in the twenty-
first century. Every adult citizen has the right to equally participate in 
making decisions that affect the conditions of their life. However, it can be 
argued that in order to take part in the democratic process in a meaningful 
way it is not enough to have the right to vote. Voters should also have an 
understanding of what kinds of policies different politicians and parties 
advocate, and further, what kinds of possible implications and 
consequences these policies might have. For this purpose, interviews and 
debates are organized in which politicians are questioned about their 
ideas and opinions. Language used in these kinds of events falls in the 
category of political discourse. Political discourse has been defined in a 
variety of ways, but a widely approved approximation would be to define it 
as “being concerned with formal/informal political contexts and political 
actors” (Wilson 1981: 398). Political actors in this case include “politicians, 
political institutions, governments, political media, and political supporters 
operating in political environments to achieve political goals” (ibid.). The 
purposes of political discourse include, according to Johnson and Johnson 
(2014: 2), “clarifying citizens’ understanding of the issue” at hand and 
“helping citizens reach their best reasoned judgment as to which course of 
action will solve a problem”. Political discourse thus plays an essential part 
in the way citizens realize their right to vote and in the related process of 
weighing different options that leads to the actual act of voting for 
someone.  
  In reality, however, it is commonly known that political discourse 
does not always serve these purposes. Instead, politicians have an 
infamous tendency to hide the reasons for their policy preferences under a 
layer of seemingly neutral or ambiguous language, technical jargon, and 
euphemisms. They justify their preferred courses of action as rational and 
commonsensical or as the only viable option, even though questions of 
policy are rarely this straightforward. These are examples of discourse 
functioning as what Fairclough (1989: 34) calls a “vehicle of ideology”. 
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Echoing Max Weber, Fairclough asserts that power can be exercised 
either through coercion or consent, and since coercion poses considerable 
risks and costs to the rulers, consent is the favourable option. In 
democratic countries, those who exercise power acquire the consent of 
the governed through elections at fixed intervals. An essential device in 
exercising power through consent is ideological power, “the power to 
project one’s practices as universal and ‘common sense’” (ibid.: 33). 
Discourse, as the key instrument of ideological power, is thus a 
fundamental factor in the struggle to obtain and exercise power in society. 
It is used ideologically as a method of constructing social realities that 
serve the interests of different social groups. As Bell (2014: 4) states, 
“[l]anguage is not only—perhaps not even primarily—about 
communication of content. Rather it is about social meaning. That is, all 
language use ‘indexes’ social meanings, evokes places, periods, groups, 
classes, genders. It carries ideology, it serves power”. Even though we 
sometimes speak of “neutral language”, language use is always subjective 
and biased. Wodak shares this view and provides more insight into the 
relationship of discourse and society: “[D]iscourse constitutes society and 
culture, as well as being constituted by them. The relationship is 
dialectical, and every instance of language use makes its own contribution 
to reproducing or transforming culture and society, including power-
relations” (Wodak 1996: 18). In political contexts, language use can be 
overtly biased, but often politicians employ covert methods to establish 
and reproduce dominance through discourse because, as Fairclough 
(1989: 85) puts it, “ideology is most effective when its workings are least 
visible”. One of these concealed methods is making lexical choices that 
serve one’s ideology. For example, politicians discussing reducing 
government expenditures may choose to portray the issue as positive or 
negative by choosing a more attractive expression, one with positive 
connotations, such as “saving” or “balancing the books”, or a less 
attractive one with negative connotations, such as “cutting” or “slashing 
the budget”.  
  Analyzing and deconstructing political discourse, and thereby 
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uncovering the ideological motivations behind it, can thus help inform 
voters of the underlying motivations behind ideas and policies, and so it is 
important in ensuring that every citizen has an equal possibility to 
understand public decision-making and exert their right to try to affect 
political outcomes according to their own judgment. Critical discourse 
analysis provides a fitting framework for approaching these kinds of 
questions due to its adjustability and focus on underlying meanings. 
  This study explores the discourse of British political party leaders. 
The data consists of transcripts of video recordings of four political 
debates, two preceding the United Kingdom general election of 2010 and 
two preceding the general election of 2015. The study is limited to 
discussions of economic policy in those debates for reasons clarified in 
section four of this paper. Approximately two hours and 50 minutes of the 
total six hours and 30 minutes of material meet this criterion. This study is 
mostly qualitative, but because it depends on interpretation to a rather 
large extent, some quantitative evidence is presented to support the 
interpretations proposed here. 
  The research questions are: 
1. How do party leaders in the United Kingdom use rhetorical strategies, 
especially euphemization and deconcretization, to increase the 
attractiveness of ideas and policies? 
2. What does the party leaders’ use of nominalization reveal of their 
ideological views about the economy? 
3. How does the use of these strategies correlate with the ideological 
backgrounds of the political parties they represent? 
My hypothesis is that the use of at least these particular rhetorical 
strategies is, to a degree, motivated by considerations stemming from the 
ideological leanings of both the individual speakers and the political parties  
they represent, and that this can be detected through critical discourse 
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analysis. 
2 Framework
In the following I will introduce the different components of my theoretical 
framework as well as background information about the subject of the 
study. This section is divided into five parts: the first part introduces critical 
discourse analysis and discusses rhetorical strategies that are thought to 
carry ideological elements. The second part focuses on ideology as a 
concept and outlines three major contemporary ideological orientations. 
The third part provides context for the debates with brief accounts of the 
economic situation and political environment surrounding the British 
general elections of 2010 and 2015, and the fourth part is centered around 
the political parties featured in the data. I will briefly discuss the status of 
the parties at the time of the debates, and the main economic ideas the 
parties promoted in their manifestos in 2010 and 2015. In the final part I 
will use Paul Rayson’s key concept clouds to identify some of the main 
concepts the parties used in their campaigns. 
2.1. Critical discourse analysis and rhetoric 
The framework for this study includes theory of critical discourse analysis, 
or CDA, mainly developed by Norman Fairclough and Ruth Wodak. Critical 
discourse analysis as a field of sociolinguistics views language as a social 
practice, and sets out to discover hidden meanings and causes in 
discourse. Martin and Wodak (2003: 6) describe CDA as being 
“fundamentally interested in analyzing opaque as well as transparent 
structural relationships of dominance, discrimination, power and control as 
manifested in language”. Therefore it is well suited to this kind of study 
where the intention is to get a closer look at the work of ideologies in 
political discourse. CDA is not a unified discipline, nor does it have a 
specific set of research methods. Fairclough, Mulderrig and Wodak (2011: 
357) describe it as a “problem-oriented interdisciplinary research 
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movement, subsuming a variety of approaches, each with different 
theoretical models, research methods and agenda”. Consequently, CDA is 
well adaptable to the specific needs of different research projects. In this 
study, too, CDA is manifest as a certain mindset along the lines of which to 
construct the actual research procedure. Aside from Fairclough and 
Wodak’s work, CDA also draws from a variety of social theories, such as 
Marx’s critique of capitalism, Gramsci’s notions on hegemony, and 
Foucault’s account of power (Blommaert and Bulcaen 2000). 
  Some linguistic elements in which power relations and ideological 
positions can be detected are lexical choices, such as euphemisms and 
deconcretization (Wodak 1989). The former means “the substitution of a 
mild or vague expression for one thought to be too harsh or direct” (Di Bari 
and Gouthier 2004). In other words, it is to replace words by others 
“whose evaluative components are more agreeable” (Sornig 1989: 105), 
allowing us to “give labels to unpleasant tasks and jobs in an attempt to 
make them sound almost attractive” (Wardhough 2010: 251). An example 
of this would be calling the act of cutting the government budget 
“balancing the books”. Deconcretization is used when a lexical item with a 
concrete meaning is substituted with one carrying a generic meaning. An 
example of this would be to refer to government budget reductions as 
“changes”. Politicians use these and many other strategies to alter the 
attractiveness of ideas, either positively or negatively. In this paper the 
term valence, commonly used in the field of psychology, is used to denote 
the quality of attractiveness or unattractiveness. Frijda (1986: 207) states 
that “[e]vents, objects, and situations may possess positive or negative 
valence; that is, they may possess intrinsic attractiveness or 
aversiveness”. Attractive things thus have positive valence, and 
unattractive things have negative valence. In this paper valence is used in 
roughly the same sense, but to refer to the level of lexis. It is applied to 
euphemisms and lexical items politicians use to increase or decrease the 
attractiveness of ideas and policies. For example, to refer to government 
spending reductions as “savings” is generally perceived to be more 
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attractive than “budget cuts”, and thus it has more positive valence in 
comparison. 
  Ideological elements can also be examined from another aspect, 
that of  nominalization. Nominalization is the transformation of processes 
into abstract entities (Fairclough 1992). The resulting nominal can be 
derived from a verb, such as when privatize is transformed into 
privatization, or an adjective, such as when austere is transformed into 
austerity to refer to the lowering of government expenditure and/or the 
raising of taxes. The new nominal can also function as an actor in a 
sentence, as in “austerity is pushing people into poverty”. This, according 
to Kress and Hodge (1979: 27) adds to the obscureness of nominals: 
“once they function as actors, affected, etc., we are less likely to attempt to 
interpret”, encouraging the audience to take the existence of social 
constructs for granted. Fowler, Hodge, Kress and Trew (1979) distinguish 
four functions that nominalization serves: the deletion or concealment of 
agency, the elimination of modality and tense, objectification, meaning “the 
rendering of a process as an object” (Fowler et al. 1979: 208), and lastly 
lexicalization, which “fixes the object-as-process as a single habitual 
entity” (ibid.). In this manner nominalization guides the way language is 
interpreted, and it can thus be used in discourse to serve ideological 
functions. Questions like what kinds of processes are or are not 
nominalized, what kinds of action is directed towards them, and how 
nominalizations are presented as actors reveal information of the 
speaker’s ideological stance. 
  Heywood (2007: 3) discusses the effect of pragmatism on political 
discourse. If politicians want to attain power, as can be expected, then 
they have a need to support, or at least appear to support, ideas and 
policies that are popular among the electorate, or that help them win over 
powerful groups, such as business. They also need to express ideas that 
might be unpopular in terms that make them appear more attractive, to 
speak of reforms instead of budget cuts, for example. The ideas politicians 
need to express to the public in order to win votes might not fully coincide 
with what the politicians intend to do if elected, and as a result, there is a 
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situation where politicians need to balance between ideological and 
pragmatic considerations. This adds another level to the analysis of 
political discourse: the need to try to distinguish between statements 
motivated by pragmatism (saying what is expected to appeal to voters) 
and those motivated by ideology. 
2.2. Ideology 
This paper bases its views on ideology mostly on the writings of Gramsci 
and Mannheim, moderately adapted to fit the current ideological reality of 
politics in the 21st century. Antonio Gramsci (1971) saw ideologies as belief 
systems embedded at every level of society, with the power of the 
dominant groups being upheld by ideas and theories as well as economic 
and political power. However, ideology is not viewed here in the 
Gramscian way as being inevitably negative, but rather as a part of being 
human. According to Mannheim (2002), humans can only have partial and 
skewed views of social reality, and these “[d]ifferent interpretations of the 
world for the most part correspond to the particular positions the various 
groups occupy in the struggle for power” (Mannheim 1971: 230). These 
groups, or classes, use language as a tool of systematic distortion in their 
own interest (Kress and Hodge 1979). Kress and Hodge seem to share 
Mannheim’s views of ideology, and, drawing from the Marxist tradition and 
Wharf’s thoughts on the relation of language and perception, they further 
shed light on the connection of ideology and language: “language, 
typically, is immersed in the ongoing life of a society, as the practical 
consciousness of that society. This consciousness is inevitably a partial 
and false consciousness” (Kress and Hodge 1979: 6). 
  In everyday political discourse, however, the word ideology may 
be used in a way that intentionally evokes its negative connotations. For 
example, a politician may be accused of promoting certain policies for 
ideological reasons in an attempt to undermine their authority. In doing 
this, the accusing party simultaneously implies that they themselves are 
“unideological”, impartial. Yet, in the sense of the term that is used here, it 
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is not possible for an individual to be truly unideological or objective. 
Ideology is inherently linked to power—the effort to retain power, to attain 
more of it, or to diminish the power of others. Obviously this pursuit of 
power is highly visible in political debates that precede parliamentary 
elections, where in most cases the ruling party wishes to remain in power, 
while other parties strive to tip the scales in their own favor. For Mannheim 
(2002), ideologies are inseparable from the process of unmasking the 
social realities ideologies construct. This view is often adapted in critical 
discourse analysis as well. 
  To help justify drawing connections between ideologies and 
discourse the following subsections feature a brief overview of the 
economic considerations of three main contemporary political ideologies, 
based on Heywood’s presentation of them. Heywood (2007: 12) claims 
that ideologies have three main features: firstly, critique of the existing 
order, secondly, vision of future society, and lastly, theory of political 
change, or how to get from the non-ideal present to the ideal future. These 
three features are used as a basis for the following commentary. It must be 
noted that all of the ideologies presented here have been through 
considerable changes and divisions since the time they became significant 
in the political field, but they are described here in the way they most 
commonly appear in political discourse today. Granted, all political parties 
do not explicitly claim to be based on a particular ideology, and some deny 
sharing any ideological background. In addition to being ambiguous about 
their ideological influences, parties tend to converge toward the center on 
a left-right axis. Politicians are tempted to stay close to middle ground to 
avoid alienating voters with different opinions and evade being accused of 
acting purely based on ideological reasons. The left-right axis is said to be 
a rather simplified manner of describing economic policies, but it is used in 
this study for practical reasons to provide even a crude standard for 
comparing different views. Compiling a framework that better corresponds 
to the complexity of actual politics would be outside the scope of this 
research project. 
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2.2.1. Socialism 
Socialism is diverse in its divisions and inner rivalries, but I will try to 
present here the main tenets of socialism from the point of view economic 
policy in a way that is commonly accepted by most branches of socialism. 
This presentation is based on Heywood (2007: 99-141). What unites all 
forms of socialism is the critique of the existing order, capitalism, which is 
seen as inherently flawed and structurally unjust, producing inequality and 
instability on all levels of society. A central idea of socialism is that all 
human beings are united by our common humanity. This brings to 
socialism an element of collectivity, which is closely related to one of the 
main contrasts between socialism and capitalism: socialism, unlike 
capitalism, favors cooperation over competition. This is particularly 
manifest in economic policy. A free market based on the idea of rational 
individuals competing over scarce resources is seen to produce 
suboptimal outcomes, at least in terms of social value. Economic activity 
produces benefits and burdens that should be redistributed using means 
that are under political control. According to Marx, arguably the most 
significant contributor to socialist theory, the working class, or the 
proletariat, is dominated and exploited by the bourgeoisie, the capitalist 
class that owns production facilities and collects the profit. This basic class 
division is reflected in all aspects of society.  
  Most of the discord within socialism is created in reference to the 
other two features of ideologies: the nature of the ideal future and how to 
get there. Opinions vary from abolishing capitalism altogether by a 
socialist revolution to a gradual shift towards a humanized version of 
capitalism. Some seek to abolish individual ownership, others deem it 
sufficient that income is distributed in a way that reduces inequality and 
poverty. With regard to economic policy, socialism is placed on the left side 
of the left-right axis. In current politics the most prominent parties with 
socialist roots are often social democrat parties, whose economic leanings 
are closer to Keynesianism. The term Keynesianism is derived from John 
Maynard Keynes, who suggested that there are innate periodic 
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weaknesses in capitalism which make it vulnerable for depressions, but 
these weaknesses could be balanced by monetary and fiscal policies 
exercised by the government to keep the level of total demand from 
plummeting (Palley 2004). Social democrats advocate active government 
intervention in the economy to tackle the cyclical nature of capitalism. 
Social democrat parties are not against capitalism in itself, but attempt to 
gradually reform it in a way that promotes equality. 
2.2.2. Liberalism 
Liberalism, as understood by Heywood (2007: 23-63) builds on the notion 
of individual freedom. In a good society individuals have the capacity for 
self-fulfilment. Liberalists often criticize the existing order of constricting 
individual freedom. In this view, modern capitalism and the assumption of 
free, rational individuals operating in a free market incorporates the core 
notions of liberalism. There is variance within liberalism as well. For 
example, the role of government in economic policy is much contested. 
While some believe in a minimal state that focuses on providing secure, 
stable conditions for individual action, some argue that the government 
should provide welfare, economic incentives, and help people help 
themselves. The former view is called negative freedom—freedom from 
interference or obstruction—and the latter positive freedom, with the 
government actively attempting to help citizens achieve fulfilment and 
regulating the economy in pursuit of public interest.  
  In questions of economic policy, liberalism typically favors the 
private sector over the public sector and advocate free trade. For example, 
in response to economic problems liberals tend to consider it a better 
alternative to lower taxes and increase the amount of money citizens have 
to spend than to raise taxes and let the government invest the added tax 
revenue. However, liberalist ideas about economics vary from laissez-
faire, minimal government interference, to Keynesianism. 
  While liberalism may share with socialism the value of equality, 
the two think of equality in different terms. Instead of absolute equality, 
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liberalism often embraces equality of opportunity, providing the conditions 
for all to achieve equal outcomes instead of trying to achieve equal 
outcomes. Individuals should have equal opportunity to develop their 
skills. Thus, those who are more skilled deserve more merit. This is often 
characterized as fairness. 
  Liberalism, perhaps more than any other ideology, has achieved a 
status of hegemony in the West. Liberal ideas are thought of as neutral, 
commonsensical, or “not ideological”, and other ideologies are often 
evaluated in reference to liberalism. The dominant economic ideas that 
have held power since the 1970s can be characterized as neoliberalism. 
Neoliberalism as a term is contested and problematic, but it is widely used, 
and for lack of a better word it will be used in this paper as well. Heywood 
(2007: 52) uses the term market fundamentalism in reference to 
neoliberalism, since “[t]he market is seen to be morally and practically 
superior to government and any form of political control”. Neoliberal ideals 
are applied to all economies to diagnose failures and propose solutions. 
Applying these ideals usually means reducing government intervention, 
increasing private sector incentives, and decreasing regulation. 
2.2.3. Conservatism 
Conservatism, too, has seen changes since its beginnings in the 1800s 
and has assumed many forms since, but the most relevant form to this 
study is the conservative new right. Heywood (2007: 67) characterizes the 
new right as “an ideological trend within conservatism that embraces a 
blend of market individualism and social authoritarianism”. The new right 
has been highly visible in the United Kingdom and the United States, 
among others. Within the new right as well there are tendencies to lean 
towards liberalism or conservatism.  
  As discussed by Heywood (2007: 65-97), from the economic point 
of view, the new right can be considered anti-Keynesian, and it partly rose 
in reaction to the consensus on Keynesian ideals in the 1970s. The 
economic ideals of the new right derive from the classical liberal 
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economics of Adam Smith. One of the most salient features of the 
economic change that has been taking place from the late 70s onwards, 
partially fueled by the new right, has been the push towards economic 
deregulation. Economies are believed to be self-regulating, and 
government intervention is seen as an obstruction that prevents the 
economy from naturally allocating resources in the most efficient way. To 
help rid the economy of government interference the new right often 
invokes the narrative of a separation of economy and government: the 
economy is not the government’s concern in the first place, and for the 
government to take part in it is unnatural. Expanding the economic sphere 
into what has previously been considered to belong to the political sphere 
is often called economism, especially by those who criticize the current 
state of economic relations and see it as a mechanism of limiting 
democratic claims under capitalism (Teivainen 2007). The assumed 
inefficiency of the state in organizing economic affairs is also used as an 
argument for cutting back state welfare. Furthermore, income redistribution 
organized by the state is seen as a violation of property rights, the 
importance of which is one of the key convictions of the new right. 
  Interestingly, the new right sometimes displays features of 
patriotism and nationalism, which can contrast with the desire to continue 
participating in the global neoliberal economy, as its implicit and explicit 
rules reject industrial policies and other traditional forms of protecting the 
national economy from other competing economies and foreign industries. 
The pursuit of national interest, which is a principle at the core of new right 
thinking, has been a major factor in the recent political events in both the 
United Kingdom and the United States: new right politicians in the United 
Kingdom have described Britain’s exit from the European Union as taking 
their country back, and Donald Trump used the slogan “America First” in 
the United States presidential race of 2016. 
2.3. Economic situation and political environment 
 
Perhaps the most significant historical feature guiding the interpretation of 
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economic discussion at the time of the general elections of 2010 and 2015 
is the financial hardship the United Kingdom was going through, instigated 
by the global financial crisis of 2008. On a general note, economic crises 
that periodically occur in a capitalist system have been argued to have 
important economic and political functions. According to Harvey (1978: 
112), crises are “the ‘irrational rationalizers' within the capitalist mode of 
production”. They correct faults in the circulation of capital by forcing a 
rationalization of both economic processes and institutional structures. 
Crises have come to be commonly identified as indicators of the necessity 
of change, and as such they provide opportunity for political parties in the 
opposition to challenge the ruling party or parties. Even though the 
interconnectedness of Western economies almost inevitably leads to 
financial crises spreading to other countries (a phenomenon known as 
financial contagion), the ruling parties are often vulnerable to arguments 
claiming that the financial decline is caused or exaggerated by their 
erroneous actions in government. 
  The crisis, which originated in the housing markets of the United 
States, had severe repercussions in the United Kingdom, especially in the 
banking sector (Bank of England 2014). In 2010 the British government 
responded to the crisis by increasing public spending to make up for the 
adverse economic and social effects of the economic downturn, and by 
bailing out several banks that were on the verge of collapse to prevent 
citizens from losing their savings. This required increased government 
borrowing and caused great tension among political parties (and voters as 
well) due to differing opinions on how to manage the economy in 
recession. The budget deficit, its size, severity, and propositions on what 
kinds of measures the government should take to reduce it became 
arguably the most notable topics of economic discussion and debate 
among parties before the general election. At the time of the crisis the 
government of the United Kingdom was formed by the Labour Party, as 
they had won the previous general election in 2005. The Labour Party is 
one of the two most popular parties in the United Kingdom, and even 
though there is a variety of other, for example regional, parties, the actual 
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race has traditionally been between the Labour Party and the 
Conservative Party. 
  A noteworthy event that took place in 2009 was the UK 
parliamentary expenses scandal. The Daily Telegraph revealed that 
several members of the parliament (MPs) had abused allowances that are 
available for MPs and ultimately paid for by money gathered from taxes. A 
variety of MPs caught up in the scandal resigned, and three Labour MPs 
and one Conservative MP faced criminal charges. It is possible that, since 
these incidents occurred under a Labour government, the Labour Party 
bore the brunt of the adverse effects of the scandal (Eggers & Fisher 
2011).  
  In 2015 the financial hardship was still a frequent topic of debate, 
since Europe had not yet recovered from the earlier crisis, but the setting 
was quite different: for the last five years there had been a coalition 
government consisting of the Conservative and the Liberal Democrat 
party, and they had been conducting a program of tight fiscal discipline 
that the opposition parties described with the term austerity. They were 
criticized for budget cuts and their effects, on the one hand, and on the 
other for not being able to solve the problem of the budget shortage as 
effectively as expected: even though the GDP of the United Kingdom had 
risen from 2430 billion USD in 2010 to 2999 USD in 2014, the ratio of 
public debt to GDP had increased from 89% in 2010 to 113% in 2015, 
while general government spending had decreased from 48.3% of GDP in 
2010 to 43.8% in 2015 (OECD 2017). One particular piece of critique was 
that the government’s spending reductions had affected the lower classes 
more than the upper classes. 
   
2.4. Political parties 
2.4.1. The Labour Party 
The Labour Party had won the majority in the general election of 2005, 
and Gordon Brown, the party leader, was prime minister during the 
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debates in 2010. In the foreword of the Labour Party Manifesto from 2010 
Brown characterizes the situation as a “political crisis caused by 
expenses” that “has undermined the bond of trust between the people and 
the politicians elected to serve them” (Labour Party 2010: 2). Early on the 
manifesto makes clear how Labour’s plans to address the economic 
problems, were they to win the election, differ from their contenders’ plans: 
“Labour believes we must not put the recovery at risk by reckless cuts to 
public spending this year” (ibid.: 3). The manifesto strongly advocates 
meeting modern challenges by reforming the public sector, not by 
allocating its duties to the private sector. It also emphasizes evaluating 
government actions in terms of social value and not just monetary costs. 
The manifesto does promise reductions in government spending after the 
recession has receded, and says that those will be done “in a fair way with 
a combination of a return to economic growth, cuts to lower priority 
programmes and fair tax rises” (ibid.: 4). There is also a clear indication as 
to how the deficit will be reduced: “[W]e believe it is right that those with 
the broadest shoulders bear the greatest burden of paying down the 
deficit” (ibid.: 4). 
  The Labour Party Manifesto of 2015 begins with what they call 
“Labour’s Manifesto Budget Responsibility Lock” (Labour Party, 2015), 
which means that the plans presented in the manifesto do not require 
additional borrowing, and that if Labour came into government they would 
“cut the deficit every year” (Labour Party 2015: 2). Ed Miliband, the new 
party leader, alludes to the same theme in his foreword: “An economy built 
on strong and secure foundations, where we balance the books” (ibid.: 6). 
A section titled “Building an economy that works for working people” 
speaks about a “cost-of-living crisis” (ibid.: 16) and repeats the intention to 
cut the deficit and to “tackle the root causes of the deficit by building a 
more productive economy” (ibid.: 17). They admit that “[o]utside of the 
protected areas of health, education and international development there 
will be cuts in spending” (ibid.: 17), but different than the ones the 
Conservatives have made: “Labour’s plan to balance the books means 
making tough, but fairer choices” (ibid.: 17). Like in the 2010 manifesto, 
 16
they use the word fair to describe the tax system they intend to create, 
“helping those on middle and lower incomes” (ibid.: 18). 
2.4.2. The Conservative Party 
The Conservative Party is the traditional rival for the Labour Party. In 2010 
they were seen as the Labour Party’s biggest contender, and were ahead 
of Labour in the polls before the debates.  
  In their manifesto from 2010 there is a section titled “Get the 
economy moving” (Conservative Party 2010: 3), and its opening words 
are: “Gordon Brown’s debt, waste and taxes have wrecked the economy 
and threaten to kill the recovery” (ibid.: 3). They strongly criticize the 
Labour Party’s economic policies, saying that “[t]he debt crisis is the 
terrible legacy that Gordon Brown is bequeathing to our country” (ibid.: 
viii), and demand immediate action to reduce government spending: “We 
want your consent for a programme of public spending control” to bring an 
end to the “age of irresponsibility” (ibid.: viii). They also outline more 
specific measures of fiscal discipline, and, for future reference, it is 
noteworthy that those lists extensively feature lexical items such as cut, 
reduce, cap, and control. The Conservative manifesto, unlike the Labour 
manifesto, advocates individual action over collective solutions: “We will 
move from state action to social action, encouraging social responsibility in 
all its forms and across all the country” (ibid.: viii). 
  The 2015 manifesto begins with David Cameron’s foreword, in 
which he speaks about how the Conservative Party has “put our country 
back on the right track” (Conservative Party 2015: 5) as a result “of difficult 
decisions and of patiently working through our long-term economic 
plan” (ibid.: 5). He stresses that education, housing, healthcare, and 
security all depend on “a strong and growing economy” (ibid.: 5). The first 
chapter of the manifesto is titled “An economic plan to help you and your 
family”, and it lists the positive effects of Conservative policies since the 
party came into government in 2010: the deficit has been halved, new jobs 
have been created, and debt will start decreasing soon, but also maintains 
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that “the job is not finished” (ibid.: 7). They state the need to continue with 
the Conservative Party’s deficit reduction plan, which will save “1 £ a year 
in every 100 £ that government spends” (ibid.: 8). They add they “don’t 
think there’s a business that couldn’t do that—and [they] don’t think 
government [...] should be any different” (ibid.: 8). The aim is to achieve a 
surplus, and then increase government spending “in line with GDP” (ibid.: 
9). They characterize their economic policies as “fixing the economy so 
that everyone feels the benefit” (ibid.: 11). 
2.4.3. The Liberal Democrats 
The Liberal Democrats were the third biggest party before the 2010 
general election, having won 62 seats of the total 646 in the House of 
Commons in the 2005. In 2010 they were promoting themselves as a 
better alternative to the “same old” politics of Labour and the 
Conservatives.  
  Their manifesto from 2010 has one central theme: fairness, 
applied to different spheres of government, for example the economic and 
the political sphere. According to the manifesto, the Liberal Democrat tax 
plan would “redistribute wealth and power...to alleviate the worst excesses 
of inequality” (Liberal Democrats 2010: 9). They also mention reducing the 
deficit and bringing the budget “back under control” (ibid.: 13) as part of 
their economic plan. There is an entire section titled “dealing with the 
deficit” (ibid.: 14), with claims such as: “Not only must waste be eliminated, 
but we must also be bold about finding big areas of spending that can be 
cut completely.” Other lexical items frequently used in that section are 
making savings, making tough choices, reforming, and scaling/cutting 
back. 
  In his introduction to the 2015 manifesto Nick Clegg uses the 
same term as the Conservative Party in their manifesto: finishing the job 
(Liberal Democrats 2015: 9), and the term is repeated several times 
throughout the manifesto, for example in a summary of the Liberal 
Democrats’ economic policies titled “Our plan to finish the job and balance 
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the books” (ibid.: 21) . Another frequently repeated phrase is a stronger 
economy, often paired with a fairer society. Much like the Conservative 
manifesto, which claimed that society is dependent on a strong economy, 
the Liberal Democrats’ manifesto states that “[a] responsible approach to 
tackling the deficit and our country’s debts is essential because it 
underpins everything else we want to achieve” (ibid.: 17). Despite many 
similarities, the manifesto underlines that the party does not agree with all 
of the Conservatives’ plans, for example, they want to reject the 
Conservatives’ proposal of using “only spending cuts to finish the 
job” (ibid.: 19), and states “Liberal Democrats will [...] cut less than 
Tories” (ibid.: 20). 
2.4.4. Other parties 
The Scottish National Party (SNP) is one of the two regional parties 
represented in the debates of the general election of 2015. In the foreword 
of their manifesto, the party leader Nicola Sturgeon sets their policies 
apart from those of the Conservative Party: “We propose a real alternative 
to the pain of austerity” and “[i]nstead of even deeper Westminster 
spending cuts, we want to see more investment in our economy” (SNP 
2015: 3). This is repeated in the key priorities of the party, which include 
“[a]n end to austerity” (ibid.: 5) and “[a]n end to Tory government” (ibid.: 
11). Instead of reducing government spending, like the Labour Party, the 
Conservatives, and the Liberal Democrats, the SNP proposes “modest 
spending increases” (ibid.: 5) while still reducing the deficit. 
  The other regional party taking part in the debates is Plaid Cymru, 
the Party of Wales. Leanne Wood, the leader of Plaid Cymru, dedicates 
several paragraphs of her foreword to the party manifesto to criticizing 
austerity. She claims that “[c]ommunities in every corner of [the UK] have 
suffered as a result of the politics of austerity” (Plaid Cymru 2015: 4) , and 
that “[i]t’s time to end the austerity experiment” (ibid.: 4). She also reminds 
the readers that “austerity is not inevitable. It is a choice” (ibid.: 4). The 
same theme continues in a chapter titled “Working for Jobs—A Growing 
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Economy”, where they state that “we do not support the continuation of 
‘austerity’ policies—the cuts that have had such a detrimental effect on our 
way of life and hit the poorest in our society the hardest” (ibid.: 8). Instead, 
as a quote from Leanne Wood puts it, Plaid Cymru wishes to “create the 
conditions for a thriving economy” to build a “fair and prosperous 
society” (ibid.: 8). 
  Natalie Bennett, the leader of the Green Party, uses the same 
term as Leanne Wood, the austerity experiment, in the foreword of the 
Green Party manifesto of 2015. She, too, notes that austerity and the 
current economic situation are not inevitable—“there is a real 
alternative” (Green Party 2015: 6). There is an entire section titled 
“Alternatives to austerity”, in which they criticize the coalition government 
of Conservatives and Liberal Democrats of using the economic downturn 
of 2008 as “an excuse to impose austerity”. They say that, in order to 
address the challenge climate change poses, it is necessary to “throw off 
the shackles of market ideology and consider afresh what really needs to 
be done” (ibid.:12). Thereafter they give a 14-point list with items such as 
“[b]e prepared to borrow on good terms to fund investment rather than 
making closing the deficit the main objective of our economic policy”, 
“[r]eject the dogma that everything is best done by the private sector”, and 
“[r]ecognise that not everything that is valuable has a price attached to 
it” (ibid.: 12). 
  The final party taking part in the 2015 debates is UKIP, the UK 
Independence Party. They criticize previous Labour and Conservative 
governments for leaving public finances “in a mess” (UKIP 2015: 8), and 
note that the coalition government has failed to eliminate the deficit during 
their term. They propose tax cuts and spending increases on public 
services, funded by reducing foreign aid, leaving the EU and thereby 
saving the money paid as EU contributions, by substantially reducing the 
funding Scotland receives, and by “cutting the cost of Westminster” (ibid.: 
9). 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2.5. Key concept clouds 
Paul Rayson has compiled key concept clouds of the manifestos of all 
three parties (Labour, Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats) using 
Wmatrix, a software tool for corpus analysis. It allows comparisons of word 
frequencies at the semantic level, which in this case is more useful than 
identifying keywords. In the following I will briefly introduce the economy-
related concepts that the parties most frequently used in their manifesto. 
This information will be used later when analyzing the debates to compare 
the discourse of the party leaders to the party manifestos. 
2.5.1. Key concept clouds from 2010 
The most frequently used economy-related concepts in the Labour Party 
manifesto key concept cloud from 2010 are money in terms of pay and 
money in terms of debts. Other notable concepts that are frequently 
mentioned in the manifesto are business, change, government, helping, 
and tough/strong (Rayson 2010a). 
  A key concept cloud of the Conservative manifesto reveals several 
frequently used concepts related to money: money in terms of pay, debts, 
and the lack of money. A slightly less frequent concept, but still a 
noticeable one, is money in terms of cost and price. Debts and pay are 
frequent concepts in the Labour manifesto as well, but the lack of money 
is mentioned more frequently in the Conservative manifesto. As in the 
Labour manifesto, concepts such as change, government, business, 
helping, future, and tough/strong are frequent, but new is less frequent 
(Rayson 2010b). 
  The key concept cloud of the Liberal Democrat manifesto has 
many similar key concepts to the Labour and Conservative manifestos: 
money in terms of debts and pay, change, helping, government, and 
future. The lack of money and cost and price are mentioned less 
frequently than in the Conservative manifesto, but more frequently  
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compared to the Labour manifesto. Business is also a slightly less 
frequent concept in the Liberal Democrat manifesto (Rayson 2010c). 
2.5.2. Key concept clouds from 2015 
The most frequent economy-related concept in the Labour Party manifesto 
of 2015 is money in terms of debts and pay, similarly to the 2010 
manifesto. Many other frequently used concepts are the same as well: 
government, business, helping, future, and tough/strong. One conspicuous 
difference is that change and new are mentioned notably less. 
  The Conservative manifestos from 2010 and 2015 also have 
many similarities, such as the frequent use of government, business, 
helping, future, and tough/strong, but the lack of money is mentioned far 
less in the 2015 manifesto, and change is, understandably, also a less 
frequent concept. 
  The lack of money and change are less frequently mentioned in 
the Liberal Democrat manifesto of 2015 as well. Other key concepts, such 
as government, helping, money in terms of pay and debts, and future 
remain the same. No constraint and no obligation or necessity are used 
more than in the Liberal Democrat manifesto than in the Labour and 
Conservative Party manifestos. 
  The key economic concepts in the SNP manifesto are business, 
government, helping, money in terms of pay and debt, politics, and future. 
New and time in terms of beginning are also quite frequently mentioned.  
  Plaid Cymru’s key concept cloud features items such as 
government, helping, hindering, money in terms of pay, and future. The 
lack of money or debts are barely mentioned. The frequent use of 
hindering sets Plaid Cymru apart from the other parties. 
  Several of the Green Party’s key concepts are related to money: 
pay, debts, cost and price, affluence, and, albeit to a lesser extent, the lack 
of money. Government and helping are also frequently mentioned, as is no 
obligation or necessity. Change and future are hardly mentioned. 
  UKIP, like the Green Party, stresses the concept of no obligation 
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or necessity in their manifesto, although assumably in reference to 
different issues. Strong obligation or necessity is also used, but less 
frequently. Government, helping, money in terms of pay and debts, 
politics, and future are also among frequently used concepts. 
3 Data
The data for this pilot study consists of video recordings of four debates, 
two from the United Kingdom general election race of 2010 and two from 
2015. For the purposes of analysis the relevant parts of these recordings 
were transcribed and compiled into a small corpus. The transcripts for the 
2010 debates were originally published by BBC and they are available 
online. I modified the transcripts in the manner explained in the next 
section, and the modified versions are included in the appendix. The 
content was not modified in any way. Transcripts of the 2015 debates are 
my own work. 
  In preparation to this study I watched several debate videos 
online, and chose these four debates because they feature rather lengthy 
discussions of economic questions, thus providing ample data for this 
study. Of the three party leaders’ debates held before the general election 
in 2010 I decided to only analyze the first and the third debate, aired on 
April 15, 2010, and April 29, 2010, respectively, because in the second one 
economic issues were not discussed to a sufficient extent. The first and 
the third debate both feature the same three speakers: the leader of the 
Labour Party, Gordon Brown, the leader of the Conservative Party, David 
Cameron, and the leader of the Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg. Of the first 
debate only about 30 minutes (opening statements, discussions of two 
questions, and closing statements) are analyzed here, but the third 
debate, the purpose of which was to address mainly economic issues, 
yielded approximately 75 minutes of useful material.  
  Of the debates held in 2015 I decided to analyze the ITV Leaders’ 
Debate that took place on April 2, 2015, and the BBC Election Debate 
2015 from April 16, 2015. They will hereafter be referred to as the leaders’ 
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debate and the opposition debate, respectively. The reason for selecting 
these two debates of the four that were televised in 2015 is that their 
structure is similar to the 2010 debates. 
  The leaders’ debate featured the leaders of seven parties: the 
Labour Party, the Conservative Party, the Liberal Democrats, the Scottish 
National Party, Plaid Cymru, the Green Party, and the UK Independence 
Party. Roughly 38 minutes of the debate were included in the study. The 
opposition debate had representatives of five opposition parties (Labour 
Party, SNP, Plaid Cymru, Green Party, and UKIP) and approximately 28 
minutes of the debate are analyzed in this study. 
  The debates are all similar in form: first, the party leaders give 
their opening statements, after which questions are taken from the 
audience. After each question the party leaders are given one minute each 
to give an answer, uninterrupted, on their own turn, and then the 
moderator opens the floor for a more free-flowing debate. At the end of the 
debate the speakers give their closing statements. The structure of these 
debates fits this study well, since it makes it possible to choose only those 
questions that are directly related to economic policy, and to omit irrelevant 
parts. The fact that these particular debates are identical in terms of 
structure also facilitates eliminating variation in discourse that is brought 
on by other than ideological factors. 
4 Method
I will now describe the research procedure devised for this study, the 
manner in which it was applied to the data, and give reasons as to why 
this particular course of action was deemed suitable. 
  As Fairclough states in Discourse and Social Change, “there is not 
a set procedure for doing discourse analysis; people approach it in 
different ways according to the specific nature of their project, as well as 
their own views of discourse” (1992: 225). In this study the method of 
analysis is designed to enable finding utterances with ideological content, 
and help form a general idea of the rhetoric strategies used by different 
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speakers. 
  The first step was to download transcripts that were available 
online for the 2010 debates, check them for errors by comparing them 
word for word with video recordings of the debates, and edit them into a 
format that better suits the purposes of discourse analysis, adding time 
stamps and changing the punctuation to reflect more accurately the actual 
occurrence of pauses, intonation, and disfluencies in speech, instead of 
standard punctuation. This was done in order to maintain the future 
possibility of studying features that would require this sort of transcription 
method. The 2015 debates were transcribed manually. 
  To facilitate comparing different politicians’ discourse strategies a 
particular point of comparison was chosen: discussions of economic 
policy. Different ideologies tend to have contrasting convictions of the 
proper goals, procedures, and actors of economic policy, so this was 
thought to be a potentially fruitful point of comparison. After close readings 
of the transcripts those parts of the debates that directly deal with 
economic policy were selected and compiled into a small corpus. The 
parts in question are the opening statements, the discussions that followed 
questions concerning economic policy, and the closing statements. Of 
course, economic discussions in the debates were not strictly limited to 
these parts, but issues and opinions related to the economy are often 
mentioned and alluded to also when discussing other issues. The reason 
for limiting the area of analysis according to the content of the questions 
and not the actual contents of the discussion is that the questions make 
for a relatively straightforward and indisputable method of differentiating 
between what is relevant and what is not, saving us from having to draw 
more arbitrary lines. The corpus includes all of the discussion following 
each economy-related question in order to preserve the context of those 
utterances in which ideological positions can be found—more specifically, 
utterances in which the lexical choices made by the politician convey a 
stance, and where using a different lexical item would indicate a different 
stance. For example, a politician promoting reductions in government 
spending, and thus wanting to convey a positive stance, might refer to 
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spending reductions as savings, whereas using the word cut, for example, 
in an otherwise similar sentence would be likely to convey a negative 
stance to spending reductions.  
  The next step, after a close reading of the corpus, was to gather 
each politician’s utterances that were interpreted to have these kinds of 
ideological elements into separate tables in chronological order. For each 
utterance there was included a brief comment on its perceived implicit or 
explicit ideological content. The tables were then used to find patterns and 
help achieve an overall picture of the ideological elements present in the 
politicians’ and parties’ discourse. Such patterns were then compared to 
those of other politicians and parties.  
  In preparation for this study a pilot study was carried out in which 
only the two debates from 2010 were analyzed. The pilot study showed 
that the research method was capable of generating answers for this set 
of research questions, and helped estimate the amount of data required 
for a more comprehensive study. 
5 Analysis
In the following I will present my findings for each party separately, going 
through both the general election in 2010 and the one in 2015. I will 
provide examples of what I think are significant parts of their discourse, 
offering also quantitative evidence by identifying some key lexical items 
each speaker and party used and presenting them in a table at the end of 
each subsection, along with the number of instances and the frequency 
with which they occurred in the debates. The frequencies have been 
normalized to occurrences per thousand words (ptw). The lexical items for 
the tables were selected by balancing between two criteria: frequency of 
use and the ability to compare to other speakers. For example, cut is 
included in every table because all party leaders used it quite frequently 
and also because it enables comparison. In some cases the tables also 
include the derivatives of certain lexical items, provided that the speakers 
use the derivatives in the same function as the base lexeme. The 
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transcriptions I used as data can be found in appendix A for the first 
debate of 2010, appendix B for the third debate of 2010, appendix C for 
the leaders' debate of 2015, and appendix D for the opposition debate of 
2015. 
5.1. The Labour Party 
5.1.1. 2010: Gordon Brown 
In the first debate Brown speaks strongly in favor of continued government 
investment in the British economy. Most commonly he expresses this 
support through euphemisms such as “support the economy” (at 49 
minutes 28 seconds and 52.51), “[t]he government has gotta play its 
role” (55.52), and “support the people who were unemployed so we could 
keep unemployment down” (49.28). He uses support both as a verb (3 
instances) and as a nominal (2 instances): “[Y]ou’ve got to keep that 
support now” (52.51). In addition to indirect expressions, every now and 
then Brown uses a more direct term, such as invest (56.40) or investment 
(54.59), but these occur more rarely than indirect ones. Brown also 
promises to “protect” schools and the NHS (the National Health Service) 
(02.25), meaning he does not wish to see their funding cut. Brown 
repeatedly warns the audience of the dangers of reducing government 
investment, and for this purpose he chooses expressions like pulling or 
taking “money out of the economy” (55.52). Brown juxtaposes these 
expressions with lexical items that have negative valence, such as risk or 
lost, as in “[s]ix billion pounds out of the economy means lost jobs, it 
means lost businesses, it means lost growth” (49.28), and less, as in “pull 
out the money and you’ll have less growth, you’ll have less jobs, you’ll 
have less businesses” (56.40). Brown mostly uses these negative 
expressions when he is speaking about the budget cuts other parties or 
politicians wish to make, and he tends to portray the cuts he advocates in 
a positive light by using expressions such as make savings (54.59 and 
55.52) or deal with waste (52.51). It is notable that Brown uses the 
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nominals savings, waste, and cuts, possibly in an attempt to distance 
himself and the Labour Party from the act of cutting the budget: “From 
2011, there will be cuts in spending [...]” (09.36) and “[O]f course we 
want efficiency savings and of course we want to deal with 
waste” (54.59). 
  In the third debate Brown continues using many of the same key 
words and expressions, such as support the economy/recovery (03.49, 
06.12, 09.36, 13.52), but the use of support is slightly less frequent than in 
the first debate: 2.3 instances per thousand words in the third debate, 
compared to 2.6 in the first (Table 1). He often uses the economy as a 
nominal, making it an entity that is affected by various actors, such as 
himself, the Labour Party, or the government: “I do know how to run the 
economy—in good times and in bad” (03.49). This is also exemplified by 
the repetitive use of “support the economy”, often contrasted with “shrink 
the economy”. In addition to shrinking and supporting, Brown also speaks 
of the economy being contracted (13.52), money taken out of the economy 
(13.52, 41.47, 01.16.02), money kept in the economy (41.47), and getting 
the economy moving (01.16.02). 
  Brown also continues using negative terms when describing the 
policies proposed by the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats. For 
example, there are 38 occurrences where the other parties’ plans to 
reduce the budget, reduce welfare, or reduce taxes are referred to with the 
verb cut, whereas in the first debate there were only three. Its respective 
frequencies are 8.0 ptw and 1.6 ptw, so measured in this way the increase 
is fivefold. Cut is also used five times to refer to the Labour Party’s plans to 
reduce the government budget. Brown often uses words like shrink, risk, 
and lose when speaking about the possible consequences of those plans. 
He introduces a new term for Labour’s plans for spending cuts and tax 
rises: the “deficit reduction plan” that is “designed to have tax rises that are 
fair [and] spending cuts that are equitable” (06.12). Deficit reduction plan is 
a technical and generic expression. By using it as a nominal Brown is able 
to make the plan the actor that brings tax rises and spending cuts, thereby 
distancing the Labour Party from those undesirable actions. When 
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discussing the tax rises and budget cuts included in Labour’s plans Brown 
pairs them with lexical items that have positive valence: “tax rises that are 
fair” and “spending cuts that are equitable” (06.12). Fair and equitable act 
as a counterweight, adjusting for the negative valence of the ideas of tax 
rises and budget cuts. While in most cases Brown uses positive or neutral 
lexical items, such as efficiency savings (11.36), when referring to the 
spending cuts he proposes, on four occasions, as mentioned before, he 
uses the word cuts (06.12 and 09.36)—a word he mostly uses in a 
negative sense to criticize others’ plans, and which he usually pairs with 
words such as risk, fear, or jeopardy. Brown says that David Cameron has 
“ideological reasons” (11.36, 13.52) for budget cuts, thereby implying that 
the reasons he has for his preferred policies are not ideological.  
  In the third debate Brown relies on the dichotomy of the poor and 
the rich, or good and bad, to cast a negative light on the two other parties’ 
policies by placing David Cameron and the Conservative Party on the side 
of the rich and the Labour Party on the side of the poor. One example of 
this is bringing up repeatedly that the Conservative Party proposes to give 
an inheritance tax cut to the rich while cutting child tax credits:  
Now I believe in fairness, but one thing I don't believe in is the 
Conservative policy which would cut child tax credits, but at the 
same time give an inheritance tac [sic] cut to the 3,000 richest 
people in the country of 200,000 pounds (16.06).  
Brown evokes the image of children as good and innocent, opposing them 
with the rich. On another occasion he contrasts the manufacturing industry 
with banks, and says that Cameron proposes to fund a corporation tax cut 
for banks by cutting investment allowances and regional development 
agencies, which are basically government investments for the 
manufacturing industry. “You're gonna take money from investment 
allowances from manufacturing industries in this region and give a 
corporation tax cut to the banks” (32.41). This is essentially an opposition 
of the working people and the banks, which Brown makes to represent the 
poor and the rich, respectively. 
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Table 1. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Gordon Brown (2010). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer 
to a policy they approve of, and CUT - indicates a reference to a policy they 
disapprove of. 
5.1.2. 2015: Ed Miliband 
In the leaders' debate Ed Miliband clearly and repeatedly states his and 
the Labour Party’s plans to reduce government spending by using phrases 
such as balancing the books (12.42, 18.03, 26.28, 31.03, 36.34, 01.54.53) 
and spending reductions (18.03, 26.28, 28.59, 36.34). Both of these 
expressions are euphemistic and add positive valence to the acts they 
signify. On one occasion Miliband deletes the agency from spending 
reductions: “[W]e will have common sense spending reductions, so 
outside key areas, like education and health, spending will fall” (18.03), 
also appealing to common sense in the same statement. In that same 
utterance he uses spending as a nominal, attributing action to the entity 
itself rather than the Labour Party: “spending will fall” (18.03). He uses 
roughly the same phrase to contrast the Labour Party’s policies with David 
Cameron’s plans: “[A]re we gonna have common sense reductions in 
spending, or are we gonna slash and burn as David [...] Cameron wants to 
do?” (28.59). However, on another occasion, he presents the Labour Party 
as the actor: “[W]e will make reductions in spending” (26.28). Here, too, 
the action is more indirect than if Miliband had said, for example, “we will 
reduce spending”. 
LEXICAL ITEM 1st debate (1906 words 
total)
3rd debate (4750 words 
total)
CUT(S) + 5 2.6 5 1.1
CUT(S) - 3 1.6 38 8.0
INVESTMENT 5 2.6 4 0.8
PULL/TAKE MONEY OUT 7 3.7 7 1.5
RISK 7 3.7 8 1.7
SUPPORT 5 2.6 11 2.3
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  Miliband mostly uses the word cut in two different situations: firstly, 
when describing or criticizing his competitors’ policies, mostly as a nominal 
in the plural form cuts, and secondly, when speaking about reducing 
government spending, usually in verb form in the phrase cut the deficit. 
Examples of the first case can be found at 26.28, when he says that 
“David Cameron wants to double the cuts in spending”, and at 33.31 in 
response to Nicola Sturgeon’s critique of his economic plans: “[Y]ou’ve got 
a plan to cut six billion pounds in Scotland”, continued at 33.39 with “[t]he 
reality is that SNP cuts are just the same as Tory cuts”. Here cuts as a 
lexical item has distinctly negative valence. The situation is inverted in the 
second case, exemplified by “we’ll cut the deficit every year and balance 
the books” (12.42), where the negative valence of deficit causes cut to 
have positive valence. On one occasion Miliband deviates from this 
pattern and refers to the Labour Party’s plans with cut: “I’m not gonna 
stand on the stage tonight [...] and say there don’t have to be difficult 
decisions. Cuts will have to come” (36.34). Here, too, Miliband uses 
lexical items and a structure that distance the Labour Party from both the 
motivation and the implementation of the cuts, portraying a situation where 
cuts will inevitably occur, regardless of the Labour Party’s preferences. He 
refers to the necessity of budget cuts also as living within our means 
(18.03). 
  Miliband frequently uses the word fair to refer to his and the 
Labour Party’s plans—altogether there are eight instances of Ed Miliband 
using fair in the leaders' debate, with a frequency of 6.3 instances per 
thousand words (Table 2). In several cases Miliband uses fair when 
comparing himself and his plans to David Cameron and the choices he 
and the Conservative Party have made in government, implying that their 
actions have been unfair: “We will balance the books, but we’ll do it in a 
fairer and better way” (18.03) and “I will make fair choices, much fairer 
choices than [David Cameron]” (31.03). At 28.59 Miliband uses fair in 
reference to the Labour Party’s planned tax policies: “[A]re we gonna have 
fairer taxes so that those with the broader shoulders bear the greatest 
burden?” He uses the same euphemistic expression at 26.28: “I think it’s 
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much better to have a fair plan which says those with the broader 
shoulders should bear the greatest burden”. This is an argument for 
progressive taxation, meaning that the tax rate should increase the higher 
you go on the income scale. 
  Miliband continues the frequent use of fair in the opposition 
debate, but unlike in the previous the debate, he also uses it in nominal 
form, fairness. In two of the three instances fairness occurs, Miliband 
accompanies it with balance: “You’ve got to make a judgment about two 
things in this debate: balance and fairness” (12.36). He also 
characterizes the Labour Party’s plan as “a balanced plan and a fair plan” 
(12.36). 
  Whereas in the leaders' debate Miliband often referred to 
decreasing government spending as “spending reductions”, he does not 
use that particular phrase once in the opposition debate. Instead, he uses 
nominalization, for example in “spending is gonna fall” (21.23), to portray 
the situation so that the Labour Party does not appear to be an active 
agent in reducing the budget. The same effect is achieved when he says 
that a part of their plan is “to see spending fall” (08.10). He also uses 
euphemisms like difficult decisions: “you can have someone on stage who 
is denying the need for spending cuts or any [...] difficult decisions” 
(21.27), balance the books and cut the deficit: “[U]nder my plan we’ll cut 
the deficit every year, and we’ll balance the books” (08.10). 
  Miliband also continues referring to other parties’ budget reduction 
plans as cuts, using the term more frequently than in the previous debate. 
In the leaders' debate there were six instances of cut or cuts used in this 
negative sense, amounting to a frequency of 4.8 ptw, and in the opposition 
debate there were 13 instances and a frequency of 9.3 ptw. In four cases 
he criticizes David Cameron or Nigel Farage for wanting to “double the 
spending cuts next year” (08.10), which he claims would put core public 
services in danger. On two occasions he uses cuts when criticizing other 
parties for denying the necessity of spending reductions: “I think there’s 
some people on the stage who will say that there don’t have to be cuts 
at all” (12.36). He also uses this to position himself politically between 
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Nicola Sturgeon and David Cameron:  
You can have someone on the stage, who is denying the need for 
spending cuts or any [...] difficult decisions but then is planning 
these big cuts, or you can have my plan, or you can have David 
Cameron's plan, which is to double the cuts next year (21.27).  
  Miliband uses the necessity of budget reductions as an argument 
supporting the Labour Party’s policy plans several times and using several 
different phrases: “[W]e need to get the deficit down” (19.59), “we need 
to balance the books” (20.39), and “people at home know we have to 
live within our means” (20.39). All three expressions could be said to 
deconcretize the issue, since they do not explicitly state that the way to get 
the deficit down and balance the books is to reduce government 
expenditures. 
  Miliband gives clear indications of his views on economic policy 
that serve to guide interpretation. For example, he says that “this idea that 
you just help the rich and powerful and wealth will trickle down to everyone 
else is not the answer. You put working people first” (12.36), and that it is a 
problem that the UK is “run for the richest and the most powerful”—instead 
it “should be run for working families again” (19.59). 
Table 2. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Ed Miliband (2015). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer to 
a policy they approve of, and CUT - indicates a reference to a policy they 
disapprove of. 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (1261 
words total)
Opposition debate 
(1402 words total)
BALANCE THE BOOKS 7 5.6 3 2.1
CUT(S) + 6 4.8 4 2.9
CUT(S) - 6 4.8 13 9.3
DEFICIT 8 6.3 4 2.9
FAIR 8 6.3 3 2.1
FAIRNESS 0 0.0 3 2.1
SPENDING REDUCTIONS 4 3.2 0 0.0
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5.2. The Conservative Party 
5.2.1. 2010: David Cameron 
In the first debate Cameron vigorously brings forth his agenda of reducing 
government spending. To refer to the reductions he proposes, he uses 
expressions like cut waste (50.24) and deal with our debts (03.26). 
Cameron uses the word waste as a metaphor for the government 
investing in the economy: “Gordon is effectively saying, ‘I want to go on 
wasting money now so I can put up your taxes later’” (55.29). When 
Cameron asks “Why should we pay our taxes for government 
waste?” (55.50), he is portraying all tax-funded government spending as 
unnecessary. Altogether there are nine instances of him using waste as a 
nominal, making it a conspicuously frequent lexical item in Cameron’s 
discourse with 5.1 instances ptw (Table 3). Cameron also uses waste 
together with tax: “Cut the waste, stop the tax” (50.24), and again at 57.32: 
“Why not cut the waste and stop the tax rise?”. In response to a question 
about how the party leaders intend to establish credibility of parliament 
members after the expenses scandal, Cameron says that the 
Conservatives are going to “cut the cost of politics” (28.28). This suggests 
that, to Cameron, politics can be measured in money by the same 
standards as consumer goods, and this view is reinforced when Cameron 
says there is no difference between business, families, and the parliament:  
Who in business, who in public services, who in their family life 
hasn’t actually had to try and get more for less? Hasn’t had to trim 
their budgets, hasn’t had to work a bit harder? Why on Earth 
should MPs and the parliament be any different? (31.08). 
  [D]eal with debts and deal with this really big problem (54.14) are 
vague, generic expressions that deconcretize the issue of reducing the 
government budget. They carry a sense of action, but Cameron does not 
elaborate on the exact manner he proposes to deal with the problems, 
although it is understandable from the context that his plan is to reduce 
government spending. On several occasions Cameron criticizes the 
Labour Party’s plans to raise taxes, and portrays taxes as disagreeable: 
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“[W]hat we say is save six billion pounds in the coming current year in 
order to stop the jobs tax which we think will derail the recovery.” (47.26). 
On one occasion Cameron uses killer as a metaphor to highlight the 
adverse effects a new tax would have: “if you put a tax on jobs, that I think 
is a jobs killer, it’s a recovery killer, it’s an economy killer” (47.26). This 
metaphor, reminiscent of the language used in the Conservative Party 
manifesto, creates a strong negative image of taxes, and its repetition 
adds to that. By using tax as a nominal Cameron can make it function as 
an actor: “Labour’s jobs tax which could destroy the economy” (01.31.11). 
  Another strategy Cameron uses is declaring his opinions as facts: 
“[t]here’s no doubt the country’s going to have to come together to deal 
with this really big problem of the deficit” (54.14). In that utterance 
Cameron portrays the deficit as an undeniable, threatening issue, and 
attempts to use that to justify the actions he proposes to take to fix the 
issue. The same strategy is repeated in a more implicit manner in “Cut the 
waste, stop the tax. That’s the right answer.” (50.24). 
  In the third debate Cameron continues using expressions with 
positive valence, such as saving (07.14, 10.39, 14.30, 23.21), stop the 
waste (01.46), and try to get public spending under control (12.22) to refer 
to his plans to reduce government expenditure. It is common sense that it 
is usually undesirable for something to be out of control, and it should be 
brought back under control. However, Cameron omits the course of action 
he proposes to take to fix the issue, probably so that voters would find it 
easier to agree with what he is saying. He also mentions “the changes 
we’re making” (23.21) and “difficult things/decisions” (07.14). Both are 
vague expressions that most likely refer to budget cuts. An expression he 
only used once in the first debate, savings, occurs 14 times in the third. 
There is one instance in which he adds a modifier: “[S]tart now with 
efficiency savings to stop the jobs tax next year” (07.14). On the few 
occasions he uses the word cuts, he deletes the agency: “[T]here are 
going to have to be cuts [...] and we were the first to say that cuts would 
have to be made” (07.14). 
  Cameron keeps on portraying taxes as negative. In the first 
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debate he described taxes as a killer, and in the third debate, too, he uses 
terminology usually associated with violence: “[W]e are going to stop that 
one tax that will hit the lowest paid the hardest” (17.01). Cameron claims 
that “we’ve gotta fix our banks: tax them to get our money back, regulate 
them properly, and get them lending again” (01.46). This implies, firstly, 
that the banks are currently broken, and secondly, that in this case 
creating positive change is a technical, not a political matter. One only has 
to identify the faults and fix them, presumably using a toolkit prescribed by 
the Conservative Party. While Cameron argues for helping businesses to 
employ people, he portrays the issue in terms of money: “[I]f we keep 
putting up the cost of one person saying to another person, ‘Come and 
work for me’, we’re never going to get more employment” (39.40). 
  Cameron also continues the metaphorical use of waste to refer to 
government spending that he and the Conservative Party deem 
unnecessary: “What Labour seem to confuse is they confuse the economy 
with the government. What we're saying is, save government waste to 
put money back in people's pockets” (14.30). In that statement he also 
compares, like he did in the first debate, the government and the business 
world, using business leaders as authorities in government matters, and 
proposing that government be run like business. This is consistent with 
Cameron’s manner of measuring the effectiveness of public services in 
terms of money: “[W]e’ve actually got to get value for money in our public 
services. I want good [...] public services for everyone, and we can only do 
that if we save and stop the waste” (01.46). There are nine instances of 
waste in the third debate, amounting to 1.9 ptw, meaning it is much less 
frequent than in the first debate where the frequency was 5.1 ptw, but it is 
still used to a notable extent. 
  There are nine instances of Cameron stating the need to get the 
economy moving: at 01.36, 07.14, 10.39, 36.05, 46.32, and 46.56. On two 
of those occasions (01.36 and 36.05) he adds the word change: “we need 
change to get [the] economy moving”. 
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Table 3. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, David Cameron (2010). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to 
refer to a policy they approve of. 
5.2.2. 2015: David Cameron 
In his opening statement in the leaders' debate of 2015 David Cameron 
characterizes the Conservative Party’s actions in government since 2010 a 
success. He says that they have been “working [...] through a long-term 
economic plan”, and claims that the plan has been successful since in 
2014 the British economy was “the fastest growing economy of any of the 
major Western countries” (10.32). Cameron uses the word plan very 
frequently, 12.1 times per thousand words in the leaders' debate (Table 4), 
urging the public to “stick to the plan” (10.32, 27.56, and 01.58.47) and 
describing it as a “balanced plan” (10.32, 22.14, and 32.31). There are 
seven instances of Cameron portraying the nominal plan as an actor that 
is “working”, improving the economy (10.32, 15.20, 27.56, and 01.58.45), 
for example: “[T]he plan’s working because, last year, we had the fastest 
growing economy of any of the major Western countries” (10.32). 
  Cameron depicts the forthcoming general election as a choice 
between two options, the Conservative Party and the Labour Party: “The 
choice at this election is sticking with a plan that’s working, or going back 
to the debt, taxes, borrowing and spending that got us in this mess in the 
first place” (10.32). The debt, taxes, borrowing, and spending is an 
expression he repeats in slightly different forms several times throughout 
LEXICAL ITEM 1st debate (1755 words 
total)
3rd debate (4634 words 
total)
CUT + 4 2.3 12 2.6
DEAL WITH DEBTS 2 1.1 0 0.0
GET THE ECONOMY MOVING 2 1.1 9 1.9
SAVE/ SAVINGS 1 0.6 14 3.0
STOP/AVOID TAX RISE 5 2.8 4 0.9
WASTE 9 5.1 9 1.9
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the debate, for example at 15.20: [T]he tax, the waste, the spending and 
the debt”. In every instance he uses nominals, not verbs. The same 
element of two extremes is found at 35.19: “Now what is the alternative to 
making reductions on welfare? It is putting up taxes and cutting people’s 
pay”. Cameron also characterizes the situation in 2010 when the 
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats came into government as “the 
mess that was left to us” (01.58.47), and portrays the actions taken by the 
government since then as finishing “the job that we’ve all 
started” (01.58.47), reminding the audience that since the Conservatives 
and the Liberal Democrats won the previous election, they had a mandate 
for reducing government spending. 
  He extensively uses deconcretization and euphemization to add 
positive valence to the budget cuts the government has made, using 
lexical items such as spending reductions, efficiencies, savings, and 
decisions. He criticizes Ed Miliband of not supporting “any of the spending 
reductions and efficiencies [the government] had to make” (23.25). He 
also speaks of their spending reductions as cuts, but on those occasions 
he portrays the cuts as inevitable: “[I]t is worth remembering [...] why did 
these cuts have to happen” (27.56) and “we had to make these decisions 
because the British economy was on the brink” (27.56). He uses the same 
idea of necessity to defend the welfare cuts the government made: “[W]e 
found 21 billion pounds of savings in welfare because everybody knows 
that welfare was overblown and needed to be properly dealt 
with” (35.10). In this utterance he also uses deconcretization with the verb 
phrase deal with, and appeals to common knowledge with “everybody 
knows”. In addition, the adverb properly portrays the matter as unpolitical, 
as if there was only one solution to the problem of welfare being 
“overblown”. 
  There are four instances of Cameron using the verb find when 
speaking about the budget reductions the Conservatives have made or 
are planning to make: “We’re gonna find savings of one out of every 
hundred pounds the government spends” (15.20) and “in the last 
parliament [...] we found 21 billion pounds of savings” (35.10). It is 
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possible that Cameron is attempting to frame the budget cuts as a 
technical matter of locating areas of government expenditure that can be 
cut, not as an ideological question of whether spending should be reduced 
in the first place, and if so, what are acceptable targets for budget cuts. He 
also uses savings and save, which both have positive valence. There are 
three instances of Cameron saying the Conservatives would save “one out 
of every hundred pounds the government spends” (15.20, 30.00, and 
34.35). In 2015 the British government spent a total of 756.1 billion pounds 
(ukpublicspending.co.uk, 2017), and the one percent of that Cameron 
plans to cut is 7.56 billion pounds. Here Cameron may be attempting to 
either phrase his plans in terms that are easier to comprehend or to make 
the scale of cuts appear smaller, as one out of every hundred pounds 
sounds like a smaller amount than 7.56 billion pounds. 
Table 4. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, David Cameron (2015). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to 
refer to a policy they approve of. 
5.3. The Liberal Democrat Party 
5.3.1. 2010: Nick Clegg 
The first debate features Clegg using the word fair and its derivatives: “we 
can create the fair society, the fair country we all want” (01.22). 
Particularly he uses fair in relation to taxation and as an adjective, 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (1405 words 
total)
BALANCED 3 2.1
CUT + 10 7.1
DEBT 9 6.4
PLAN 17 12.1
SAVE/ FIND SAVINGS 4 2.8
WASTE 2 1.4
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although there is one instance of it being used as a nominal: “Support 
fairness” (01.28.06). He describes the current tax system as 
“unfair” (54.38), and expresses a desire to create a fair tax system. To 
elaborate on the faults of the current system, which he characterizes as a 
“grotesque spectacle” (54.38), he creates an opposition between the rich 
and the poor: “[R]ight now, a greedy banker in the city of London pays a 
lower rate of tax on their capital gains than their cleaner does on their 
wages” (54.38). Clegg uses both positive and negative lexical items and 
expressions when referring to cutting government expenditures. He 
mentions savings on many occasions (48.26, 51.20), but also cuts (48.26, 
51.20). On more than one occasion he uses a combination of a vague 
verb and a nominal to distance the Liberal Democrats from reducing the 
budget: he speaks about “delivering” the cuts (51.20) and finding “cuts and 
savings” (48.26). In the latter case he does not specify whether there is a 
difference between what he refers to as cuts, with negative valence, and 
what he refers to as savings, with positive valence. He repeats the same 
expression using slightly different words later on: “We all know we’re 
gonna have to save money, we all know we’re gonna have to make cuts” 
(53.26). 
  Clegg also uses deconcretization when he says there are “big 
things [...] that we simply can’t afford to do” (57.06) and “big decisions 
we need to take” (57.06), further generating a sense of necessity and 
urgency for government action. Clegg also creates the same effect 
through another strategy. On multiple occasions Clegg uses an 
exaggeration to speak about the government deficit, the “black hole in 
public finances” (51.20, 53.26). A black hole pulls matter within itself with 
such a force that not even light can escape it, and to speak about the 
government budget in such terms is a strong exaggeration. Clegg 
attempts to portray the existence of the metaphorical black hole as a fact: 
“[W]e all know we’ve got this great black hole in our public finances. 
That’s obvious. We all know we’re gonna have to save money, we all 
know we’re gonna have to make cuts” (53.26). On one occasion he 
reverts to a rather technical expression, “structural deficit” (53.26), instead 
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of the black hole. 
  Clegg opens the third debate by describing the current situation as 
a “mess”, and saying that “[w]e need to do things differently to build a, a 
new, stronger and fairer economy.” (02.47). He continues on the same 
theme, fairness, that he put forth in the first debate. For example, he 
expresses the need for “fair taxes so that you pay less, but people at the 
top pay their fair share” (01.27.57), and claims that “[p]eople aren’t gonna 
accept these difficult decisions unless we do it fairly” (13.01). He also 
uses the nominal fairness when speaking about delivering fairness (02.47 
and 01.27.57). 
  He mentions “big decisions” (05.12) and “difficult decisions 
about how to balance the books” (08.33) several times—the word decision 
could be interpreted as a euphemism for budget cuts. In total Clegg uses 
the nominal decisions six times in the third debate and only once in the 
first debate, although in terms of frequency the difference is smaller, 1.2 
ptw in the third and 0.5 ptw in the first (Table 5). Often he distances 
himself and the Liberal Democrats from decision-making by using a 
passive construction: “Those are the kind of big decisions you need to 
take” (05.12) and “whilst difficult decisions are being made, at least the 
tax system is on their [...] side” (13.01). He uses the same strategy with 
other lexical items as well, such as savings: [W]e’ve set out numbers [...] 
specifying the savings that we do think should be made” (05.12). 
Whereas in the first debate Clegg spoke about finding savings, in the third 
he speaks about “the 15 billion pounds of savings that we’ve already 
identified elsewhere in Government spending” (01.19.34). To say that 
they have identified savings is to portray budget cuts as a technical issue, 
ridding the matter of ideology and party values.  
  Clegg also continues with the same exaggeration he used in the 
first debate, speaking about the budget deficit as a “huge black 
hole” (05.12), and frames the budget cuts he proposes to make as a “kind 
of upfront downpayment to deal with this huge black hole we have in our 
public finances” (05.12). Upfront downpayment is a technical term, and the 
verb he chooses, to deal with, deconcretizes the way of solving the 
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problem, concealing the manner in which Clegg intends to resolve the 
issue. Clegg uses the same verb on another occasion, when he is 
speaking about “how bad this problem is, and how long it’s gonna take for 
us as a country, together, to deal with it” (15.09).  
  Clegg does propose government investment as well, but tends to 
do so carefully. For example, he suggests “using small amounts of money 
to invest in old dockyards” (43.44), adding the word small, possibly in 
order not to distance those voters who think the government is spending 
too much money. While discussing welfare Clegg says that “we all agree 
that benefits shouldn’t be just dished out for free” (01.15.34). He calls it “a 
general...almost a philosophical issue” whether it is best to help people in 
need by constantly giving them “more benefits through greater 
dependency on the state” or by providing “incentives to let [people] help 
themselves” (01.13.00). 
Table 5. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Nick Clegg (2010). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer to 
a policy they approve of. 
5.3.2. 2015: Nick Clegg 
Balance is a central theme in Nick Clegg’s discourse in the leaders' 
debate. In response to a question on how the party leaders will eliminate 
the deficit without sacrificing public services (14.03), he says that “I think 
LEXICAL ITEM 1st debate (1932 words 
total)
 3rd debate (4876 
words total)
CUTS + 4 2.1 1 0.2
DEAL 1 0.5 3 0.6
DECISION 1 0.5 6 1.2
FAIR 3 1.6 10 2.1
SAVE 2 1.0 1 0.2
SAVINGS 4 2.1 6 1.2
WASTE 3 1.6 0 0.0
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it’s all about balance”, states he does not support excessive cuts or 
excessive borrowing, and continues that “it’s a balance, and it does 
mean, yes, you need to reduce spending, but you also need to make 
those with the broader shoulders, the wealthiest, to pay a bit more through 
the tax system to balance the books” (14.22). He restates the same view 
at 21.26: “[Y]ou need to take in a balanced approach, you need to reduce 
spending, but you also need to ask the richest to make a contribution”. 
There are 2 instances each of him using the adjective balanced and the 
nominal balance (Table 6). 
  On many occasions Clegg criticizes the Conservatives of “cutting 
too much” (14.22) and the Labour Party of “borrowing too much” (14.22), 
at one point calling David Cameron and Ed Miliband “Mister Cut and 
Mister Borrow” (23.53). Cut and borrow have negative valence, and Clegg 
makes repeated use of both lexical items, their respective frequencies 
being 6.8 ptw and 9.1 ptw. There is one instance of Clegg using these 
expressions to overtly situate the Liberal Democrats between the 
Conservatives and Labour: “[T]he Liberal Democrat plan is a very simple 
one: we’ll cut less than the Conservatives and we’ll borrow less than 
Labour” (14.22). In addition to accusing the Conservatives of cutting too 
much, he claims their cuts are motivated only by ideology: “[The 
Conservative Party] want to impose ideologically driven cuts on 
schools” (21.26). At 08.26 he says he will not “let anyone else impose 
ideologically driven cuts” on hospitals and schools. The Liberal 
Democrats’ plans of cutting the budget Clegg defends as necessary: 
“[Y]ou need to reduce spending” (14.22 and 21.26). 
  Early in the leaders' debate Nick Clegg says “what you will get 
from me and from the Liberal Democrats is this: the grit and the resilience 
to finish the job of balancing the books” (08.26). He uses these two 
expressions also separately throughout the debate: there are six instances 
of balance the books (6.8 ptw) and four instances of finish the job (4.6 
ptw). Often he combines these expressions with the adjective fair or the 
adverb fairly. There are 10 instances of these lexical items combined, 
meaning that fair or fairly occurs 11.4 times per thousand words, which is a 
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relatively high frequency. 
  He argues for raising the tax rate for the wealthy by saying that 
there is a need to “ask the richest to make a contribution, it’s the only 
fair way of finishing the job” (21.26). He refers to tax raises as 
contributions on three occasions. This is a highly euphemistic expression, 
as contribution has positive valence in comparison to, for example, higher 
taxes, and the matter is, in reality, not one of “asking” the richest to pay 
more taxes, but adopting a tax policy that orders the richest to pay more 
taxes. He also calls the richest “those with the broader shoulders, the 
wealthiest” (14.22). 
Table 6. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Nick Clegg (2015). CUT - indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer to a 
policy they disapprove of. 
5.4. The Scottish National Party 
5.4.1. 2015: Nicola Sturgeon 
In the leaders' debate Nicola Sturgeon opposes the measures the coalition 
government took in response to the economic problems. She says that 
David Cameron and Nick Clegg have been “hand in glove imposing 
austerity on the people of this country” (23.58), and that the SNP wants 
“an alternative to the pain of austerity” and “a hope to the privatization 
of the NHS” (09.27). She uses the nominal austerity 8 times in the debate 
(Table 7), adding negative valence to the government’s policies. At 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (877 words total)
BALANCE/BALANCED 4 4.6
BALANCE THE BOOKS 6 6.8
BORROW 8 9.1
CUT(S) - 6 6.8
FAIR/FAIRLY 10 11.4
FINISH THE JOB 4 4.6
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01.52.47 she says that “none of us can afford more austerity”, presumably 
referring to the social costs of austerity. She also uses austerity as an 
actor: “[T]he fact is austerity is pushing people into poverty, it’s 
undermining our public services, and it’s holding back economic 
growth” (20.12) and “we’ve got experts saying that austerity has held 
back economic growth” (32.31). Instead, she wants “an economic plan 
that gets the deficit down but protects the vulnerable” (35.30), and that 
the SNP offers  “an alternative” (01.52.47). She also notes that “economic 
policy shouldn’t be an end in itself, it should be a means to people living 
better lives” (20.12). At 32.31 Nicola Sturgeon makes an interesting 
comment, criticizing Ed Miliband’s use of “the language of anti-austerity” 
while he is still voting for more budget cuts. 
  Sturgeon frequently speaks about other parties’ plans to reduce 
government spending as cuts (12.6 instances ptw). At 35.02 she brings up 
the price of cuts, by which she is possibly referring to the social cost of 
budget cuts: “David, you’re proposing an additional 12 million pounds in 
welfare cuts, where are those cuts going to fall, who is going to pay the 
price of those cuts?”. In her opinion the government’s solution to the 
economic issues is incorrect: “I don’t believe you can simply cut your way 
out of deficit” (32.31). Instead of reducing the budget more, she proposes 
increasing it: “[W]e should have modest spending increases over the 
next parliament” (20.12). It is noteworthy that she says this in a careful 
manner, using the verb phrase we should have that does not directly make 
her or the SNP the actor, and adds the modifier modest to the nominal 
spending increases. Sturgeon repeats the same in slightly different words 
at 32.31: “[L]et’s have spending increases, modest spending increases”. 
Again, let’s have does not explicitly assign responsibility to her or her 
party. This is also portrayed as a matter of necessity: “we need to invest 
and grow our way out of the deficit” (32.31). In addition to spending 
increases, Sturgeon speaks about investing. Invest has more positive 
valence than increase spending. 
  In the opposition debate Sturgeon continues arguing for “an 
alternative to austerity, protection for the NHS, a higher minimum wage, 
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more jobs” (04.26). Protection, higher, and more all have positive valence, 
making the alternative the SNP offers also seem more attractive. She calls 
the Labour Party “a pretend alternative to austerity” (15.05), and, like in 
the leaders' debate, criticizes Ed Miliband’s language use: “When Ed talks 
about cuts outside the protected areas that’s jargon, let me tell you what 
that means” (15.05). Her description of the situation implies that she, 
unlike Ed Miliband, is speaking the truth, and not misleading the public 
with political jargon. 
   Like in the leaders' debate, Nicola Sturgeon uses austerity as an 
actor in utterances, and describes its consequences in terms that have 
highly negative valence: “And if that policy, the policy of austerity is driving 
more people into poverty, including more children, if it is undermining our 
public services and if it is actually holding back economic growth, then I 
think it’s time to change that policy” (07.04). Sturgeon says that the social 
and economic costs of austerity are too high: “[N]one of us can afford 
more austerity [...], our economy can’t afford the billions of pounds of 
additional cuts planned by Labour, the Liberals and the Tories” (01.23.00). 
She does note that she believes “it’s really important to get the debt and 
the deficit down” (07.04), but the expression she uses, get the debt down, 
can be interpreted as a deconcretization, masking the manner in which 
Sturgeon is planning to achieve this. 
  She continues describing other parties’ budget reduction plans as 
cuts, although in the leaders' debate cuts occurs almost twice as 
frequently as in the opposition debate (12.6 ptw and 7.7 ptw, respectively). 
At 20.56 she poses the following question to Ed Miliband: “[H]ow much cut 
are you talking about and where is the axe going to fall”, axe being a 
metaphor for cuts, portraying budget cuts as violent. She also continues 
calling her plans of increasing government investment modest spending 
increases (07.04 and 18.50). As in the leaders' debate, Nicola Sturgeon 
notes that, in her opinion, “economic policy is not an end in itself, it’s a 
means to allow people to live healthier, happier and more prosperous 
lives” (07.04).  
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Table 7. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Nicola Sturgeon (2015). CUT - indicates that the speaker used “cut” to 
refer to a policy they disapprove of. 
5.5. Plaid Cymru 
5.5.1. 2015: Leanne Wood 
Leanne Wood takes a conspicuously anti-austerity stance in the leaders' 
debate. She claims that the “austerity experiment has failed” (16.17), and 
that it is time to “see an end to austerity and cuts” (16.17), and to “invest in 
public services and job creation” (16.17). She underlines that austerity is 
not obligatory both directly with “austerity is not inevitable, it’s a 
choice” (01.55.46) and indirectly by calling it an “experiment” (16.17). She 
consistently describes the government’s budget reductions as cuts (16.17 
and 30.25), and speaks about how the cuts have caused “so much pain 
for so little gain” (16.17). 
  Wood takes the euphemism used by the Conservatives, Labour, 
and the Liberal Democrats, balance the books, and uses it to criticize the 
government’s policies: “[Y]ou’ve been balancing the books on the backs of 
the poor” (26.02). Like Nicola Sturgeon, Leanne Wood also sets her party 
apart from the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats: “Plaid Cymru 
offers an alternative” (11.43). 
  In the opposition debate Leanne Wood continues to criticize the 
government’s economic policies. She says “people are seeing through the 
austerity myth” (01.20), and that “[c]uts are a choice. Austerity and the old 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (1035 
words total)
Opposition debate  
(965 words total)
ALTERNATIVE 5 4.8 6 5.8
AUSTERITY 8 7.7 7 7.3
CUT(S) - 13 12.6 8 7.7
INVEST 7 6.8 2 1.9
SPENDING 
INCREASES
3 2.9 2 1.9
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politics are not inevitable” (01.20), countering the argument of necessity 
used by the government to defend budget cuts. She portrays austerity as 
costly, saying “we’ve paid a high price for austerity, 31 percent of 
children in Wales are in poverty” (17.06). Twice she refers to “Tory 
spending cuts” (17.06 and 01.24.06), adding the word Tory to the nominal 
spending cuts to express the actor in the budget cuts and to assign 
responsibility. Similar to the leaders' debate, Wood uses the nominal cuts 
as an actor with negative effects: “Tory spending cuts that are causing 
so much pain” (17.06). In addition to cuts, she also uses another lexical 
item with negative valence, to slash, in “They told us that slashing 
services would deliver a recovery for all, it has not” (01.20). 
  Wood describes Plaid Cymru as an alternative with “a vision for a 
post-austerity society” (01.20), and that the party wishes to “invest in our 
people, public services, a living wage, an NHS fit for the 21st 
century” (01.24.06), and to “deliver prosperity, investment and job creation, 
public services and strong communities” (01.20). Prosperity, investment, 
and strong are all lexical items with positive valence. 
Table 8. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Leanne Wood (2015). CUT - indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer 
to a policy they disapprove of. 
5.6. The Green Party 
5.6.1. 2015: Natalie Bennett 
 
Natalie Bennett’s opening words in the leaders' debate are: “You were told 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (579 
words total)
Opposition debate  
(549 words total)
AUSTERITY 5 8.6 6 10.9
CUT(S) - 8 13.8 5 9.1
INVEST 1 1.7 3 5.5
INVESTMENT 0 0.0 4 7.3
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that austerity and inequality, bankers’ bonuses and tuition fees were 
inevitable. They were not” (06.14). She juxtaposes austerity with other 
lexical items, inequality, bankers’ bonuses, and tuition fees, that have 
negative valence, and claims that the argument of necessity is false. In 
addition to austerity, used five times in the leaders' debate (6.6 ptw) (Table 
9), she describes the government’s actions as “slashing away at essential 
public services” (19.04), which as an expression evokes images of 
violence and has negative valence. She uses another lexical item with 
negative valence, cuts (at 19.04 and 26.57), to refer to the budget 
reductions the government has made. In addition to the government’s 
approach, she also criticizes the Labour Party’s plans: “You have a choice 
in the two largest parties here between austerity heavy and austerity 
light” (33.53).  
  Natalie Bennett does not think reducing government spending is 
the key to solving economic problems: “[W]hat we’ve been doing in looking 
at the deficit is looking at this the wrong way ‘round” (19.04). Instead, she 
says that “we do need to raise taxes on those who aren’t currently paying 
[...] their share” (19.04). She uses the phrase raise taxes, which could be 
argued to carry negative valence, but supports her proposition by arguing 
it is necessary. The expression paying their share implies that there is an 
objectively correct level for taxation, and that “[m]ultinational companies in 
particular, and rich individuals” (19.04) are currently escaping their duties 
by not paying enough taxes. The Green Party also offers investment 
(19.04), which has positive valence in comparison to, for example, 
increased spending.  
  Bennett portrays the economy as an actor at 06.14: “The Green 
Party is determined to deliver a fair economy that does not make the 
poor and disadvantaged pay for the errors and fraud of the bankers”. She 
uses the word fair three times in the debate (06.14, 26.57, 01.56.53), 
referring to both society and the economy. While deliver is a vague verb in 
this utterance, it is still clear that she assigns responsibility to the Green 
Party. In the same utterance there is also a contrast between the poor and 
disadvantaged with the bankers. In addition to the poor and 
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disadvantaged, she also speaks about “the most vulnerable in the society” 
(26.57), and the necessity of taking care of them: “We have to be a 
humane, fair, decent society, we have to support the most 
vulnerable” (26.57). 
  In her opening statement in the opposition debate, Natalie Bennett 
repeats the rejection of the government’s arguments for austerity: “Don’t 
believe the advocates of spiteful austerity” (05.31). Here austerity, using a 
nominal and an adjective with negative valence, is portrayed as an entity 
that has advocates who should not be trusted. Bennett also uses austerity 
as an actor: “The Tories’ heavy austerity has cut deep into the lives of 
those who can least afford it” (01.25.06). While austerity is the actor, 
responsibility for it is still allocated to the Conservatives. 
  Natalie Bennett continues to put forth the same ideas as in the 
leaders' debate: investing in the future (09.11), looking after the most 
vulnerable (16.09), and making multinational companies and rich 
individuals “pay their way” (21.56), which most likely refers to raising 
taxes. Like in the previous debate, she supports this argument with 
necessity: “[T]hat’s what we desperately need to do at the 
moment” (21.56). She says the Green Party wishes to “deal with the debt 
and the deficit” (09.11), which can be interpreted as deconcretization, 
since the choice of verb, deal, conceals the manner in which they would 
reduce the deficit. Although Bennett holds mostly the same arguments in 
both debates, several of the lexical items used repeatedly in the leaders' 
debate, such as support, cuts as a nominal, and fair, do not occur in the 
opposition debate. 
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Table 9. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Natalie Bennett (2015). CUT - indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer 
to a policy they disapprove of. 
5.7. UKIP 
5.7.1. 2015: Nigel Farage 
The arguments Nigel Farage most pronouncedly puts forth in the leaders' 
debate are that there is a “massive problem” (24.46) with the economy, 
and that it is necessary to “make cuts” (17.01) in order to solve it. He also 
argues the same point more indirectly when confronted about cutting 
welfare: “[T]hat’s not where the cuts need to come” (35.44). While saying 
he would not reduce welfare spending, he still implies that budget cuts are 
necessary using the nominal cuts as an actor in that utterance: they do 
need to come from somewhere. 
  Farage claims that “at some point we got a dreadful debt 
repayment problem” (24.46), which is an expression compiled of several 
lexical items with negative valence. At 24.46 he presents his opinion as 
fact: “Look, there’s no question that spending got completely out of 
control under Labour” (24.46). While in that utterance he presents 
spending as something of an independent entity that “got out of control”, 
he also assigns responsibility for it to the Labour Party. In addition to 
making cuts, Farage also refers to spending reductions with cut (17.01, 
24.46, 29.47), save (17.01), and make savings (35.44). He says “there 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (762 
words total)
Opposition debate  
(841 words total)
AUSTERITY 5 6.6 3 3.6
CUT - 2 2.6 2 2.4
FAIR 3 3.9 0 0.0
MOST VULNERABLE 3 3.9 1 1.2
SLASH 2 2.6 0 0.0
SUPPORT 3 3.9 0 0.0
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needs to be a rebalancing” (32.03), which is a euphemism he uses to 
support his argument that “Scotland should receive less money per capita 
than it currently does” (32.03). He also uses a nominal to omit the actor 
doing the rebalancing, only saying that it has to happen. Farage refers to 
the same idea with a different euphemism when saying that “we need to 
revisit the Barnett formula [...] because frankly, English and Welsh 
taxpayers are getting a rotten deal” (17.01). Another euphemism, 
reprioritize, is used to call for cuts in the foreign aid budget: “I think we 
should reprioritize government spending [...], we should put the British 
people first” (35.44). 
  The opposition debate sees Farage continue to support reductions 
in the government budget, especially “the bloated overseas foreign aid 
budget, our contributions to the European Union” (02.22). He extensively 
uses the word cut, both as a verb and a nominal, to refer to spending 
reductions, for example at 19.46: “I’ve offered cuts of 32 billion pounds a 
year”. Altogether there are eight instances of cut and its derivatives, giving 
it a relatively high frequency of 10.3 occurrences per thousand words 
(Table 10), although it should be noted that three of those instances refer 
to tax cuts. 
  Farage describes budget cuts with other lexical items that have 
more positive valence, such as save: “[B]y recalculating the Barnett 
formula so that less money goes over Hadrian’s Wall to Scotland we can 
save 32 billion pounds a year” (10.14). In this utterance he also uses a 
euphemism, recalculate, to say that he would decrease Scotland’s 
funding. He also mitigates the agency of that by making money an actor 
that “goes over Hadrian’s Wall”, instead of saying, for example, “so that we 
pay less money to Scotland”. At 14.23 Farage asks Miliband to tell him 
“how you’re gonna balance the books”, which is also a euphemism. 
  Farage replies to Ed Miliband and the other party leaders’ critique 
of budget reductions with  
this talk of austerity from you and all the others, please, please, 
please, can we remember this year we are borrowing 90 billion 
pounds more, our national debt is 1.5 trillion, we have a real 
problem here. And I haven’t heard from you, Ed, a single cut that 
you would make (13.33).  
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He implies that the “talk of austerity” is only talk, and justifies his own 
views by the amount of debt the country has. He also confronts Ed 
Miliband about the lack of reductions in his economic plans. 
Table 10. Instances and normalized frequencies (ptw) of frequently used lexical 
items, Nigel Farage (2015). CUT + indicates that the speaker used “cut” to refer 
to a policy they approve of. 
6 Discussion
I will now discuss the features found in each party’s discourse separately, 
and explore the possible meanings and ideological implications these 
findings may have. I will also compare differences and similarities in the 
2010 and 2015 debates for those parties that were represented both 
years, i.e. the Labour Party, the Conservative Party, and the Liberal 
Democrats. I will also attempt to summarize the findings, and suggest 
possible directions for future research. 
6.1. The Labour Party 
One of the most significant elements common to both Gordon Brown’s and 
Ed Miliband’s discourse is the tendency to refer to the spending reductions 
proposed by other parties in negative terms, and simultaneously describe 
the spending cuts proposed by Labour as positive: budget cuts versus 
savings. There are 41 instances (6.2 ptw) of Brown using cut and its 
derivatives in a negative sense to criticize other parties’ plans or to 
increase their aversiveness, whereas Miliband uses cut 19 times (7.1 ptw) 
LEXICAL ITEM Leaders' debate (1032 
words total)
Opposition debate  
(793 words total)
CUT(S)/
CUTTING +
7 6.8 8 10.3
DEBT 7 6.8 4 5.2
DEFICIT 5 4.8 0 0.0
SAVE 2 1.9 1 1.3
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in this manner. Describing their own policies using lexical items with 
positive valence may be attributed to a general tendency in politics to 
portray one’s own plans as superior, but it could also be explained by the 
fact that Labour Party has traditionally been in favor of bigger government 
than the Conservatives, and it is possible Brown and Miliband are worried 
that deviating from this pattern by advocating budget cuts too eagerly or 
bluntly will cost votes among those who have traditionally voted for 
Labour. There are differences in the lexical items with positive valence 
they use to speak of budget reductions: Miliband favors spending 
reductions (4 instances), cut the deficit (6 instances), and balance the 
books (10 instances), whereas Brown speaks of deficit reduction (4 
instances) and savings (3 instances). It is notable that both cut the deficit 
and deficit reduction portray the deficit instead of the budget as the target 
for cuts, even though both politicians’ statements support the interpretation 
that, in order to cut the deficit, the budget has to be cut. 
  On occasion both Brown and Miliband, as mentioned before, refer 
to their own plans as cuts. Both of them use cut in this sense (either as a 
nominal or as a verb) a total of ten times. It is possible that they estimate 
the majority of voters to be in favor of at least some spending reductions, 
and these lexical choices that break the pattern are a pragmatic decision 
to convince the voters that the Labour Party, like the Conservatives and 
the Liberal Democrats, will decrease the government budget. Another 
possibility is that they are attempting to render invalid other parties’ 
accusations about the Labour Party’s spending plans being excessive. 
However, when speaking of their own plans as cuts, both Brown and 
Miliband tend to delete, or at least mitigate, agency in different ways to 
shift responsibility away from the Labour Party. Brown, for example, uses 
the deficit reduction plan as the actor that includes spending cuts and, in 
the third debate of 2010, says “there will be cuts” (09.36), while Miliband 
uses expressions such as spending will fall, there will have to be spending 
reductions, and cuts will have to come. Overall, Miliband uses necessity as 
an argument in favor of Labour spending cuts more frequently than Brown. 
  Gordon Brown uses several euphemisms for government 
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spending, such as supporting the economy. One particular instance of 
Brown using the word support is particularly revealing of his thoughts on 
economic policy: in the first debate of 2010 he claims the government 
made a choice to “support the people who were unemployed so we could 
keep unemployment down” (49.28). This could be taken to mean that 
Brown supports government-led income redistribution as a way of 
preventing a decrease in overall demand, instead of, for example, cutting 
taxes to increase demand. The former is a typical left-wing solution, while 
the latter is typically right-wing. Expressions such as pulling/taking money 
out of the economy make it sound like the money naturally belongs in the 
economy, and pulling it out would be an unnatural course of action. This 
interpretation of Brown’s views of the economy is supported by the way 
he, through the use of nominals, presents the economy as an entity that 
the government acts upon, putting funds into the economy and taking 
funds out. The extensive use of utterances such as we’ve kept our 
economy moving forward, in which the government actively takes part in 
the economy, is likely to signify that, for Brown, the government and the 
economy are intrinsically connected, pointing at the direction of 
Keynesianism. Whereas Brown uses the word economy a total of 42 times 
in the 2010 debates, Miliband does not use it once in either of the 2015 
debates. He does not seem to articulate the same view, at least not as 
intensely as Brown. He does speak of the threat excessive budget cuts 
would pose to public services, but does not explicitly argue that the 
economy itself is vulnerable or strongly connected to the government. 
  The dichotomies Brown builds in the third debate, the rich versus 
the poor, are perhaps the most conspicuous appearances of socialist or 
social democrat ideas in his discourse. Opposing the working people with 
the rich reflects Marx’s social class division, the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie, which is a cornerstone of socialism. This can be interpreted 
as Brown’s attempt to appeal to voters who identify with the left rather than 
the right, and to show that the Labour Party has not abandoned its 
working-class roots, and continues to side with working-class people. In 
the opposition debate of 2015 Miliband puts forth the same sort of 
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dichotomy by arguing in that the UK is “run for the richest and most 
powerful”, and it “should be run for working families again” (19.59). It is 
possible that this is merely a pragmatic appeal to working class voters, the 
Labour Party’s key demographic, but one particular expression Miliband 
uses to support his argument for progressive taxation suggests otherwise: 
those with the broader shoulders should bear the greatest burden. While 
this can also be interpreted as an appeal to common sense, it is quite 
close to Karl Marx’s famous quote from Critique of the Gotha Programme: 
“[F]rom each according to his ability, to each according to his 
needs!” (Marx 1970: 10). If understood in this manner, that expression, 
which Miliband uses on several occasions, reflects a socialist view of the 
economy in Miliband’s thinking. 
  
6.2. The Conservative Party 
David Cameron’s extensive use of rhetorical strategies to increase the 
positive valence of reducing government spending is noteworthy, and 
seems to be pragmatically motivated: his language use is designed to 
attract voters who are not in favor of spending reductions, at least not as 
strongly as he is. For example, waste is commonly understood as 
something unnecessary and undesirable, and by phrasing his spending 
reductions as cutting waste Cameron attempts to make budget cuts look 
like common sense. Cutting waste has positive valence that is derived 
from the negative valence of waste. Savings are also generally seen as a 
positive thing, so for the government to make savings sounds attractive as 
an idea. Cameron uses save and its derivatives with almost the same 
frequency in 2010 and 2015: 2.3 and 2.8 instances ptw, respectively. The 
frequent use of waste as a nominal may be interpreted as an attempt to 
establish the existence of waste as an entity that forces the government to 
reduce spending to improve the situation. It seems that, in David 
Cameron’s opinion, budget reductions are a self-evident solution for 
economic problems. This conforms to conventional neoliberal thought. 
  Principles of neoliberal economics are manifest elsewhere in 
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Cameron’s discourse as well, for example when he criticizes taxation by 
juxtaposing taxes with the word killer. By saying in the first debate of 2010 
that “we can [...] avoid this jobs tax” (03.26) he implies that taxes are 
something that should preferably be avoided in the first place. While a 
common Keynesian solution to economic hardship would be to increase 
government investment, the corresponding neoliberal approach would be 
to decrease government spending and lower taxes to increase demand. 
This belief is evident in Cameron’s utterance in the leaders’ debate in 
2015, when he criticizes Ed Miliband’s plans to raise taxes by saying that 
“he thinks he can spend that money better than you” (23.25). 
  Cameron uses nominalization in combination with arguments of 
necessity both in 2010 and 2015 to shift the responsibility of budget cuts to 
the Labour Party who were in government from 1997 to 2010. For 
example, in the third debate of 2010 he says “there are gonna have to be 
cuts” (07.14), and in the leaders’ debate in 2015 he speaks of “the 
spending reductions and efficiencies we’ve had to make” (23.25). He also 
describes the situation the Labour government left the economy in as a 
mess. This interpretation is supported by his remarks in the leaders’ 
debate on “the truth about cuts” (27.56), explicitly claiming that the budget 
had to be cut because, by 2010, the Labour government had run out of 
money and pushed the “British economy on the brink” (27.56). 
  The influence of neoliberalism is also evident when Cameron, in 
the first debate of 2010, uses business leaders as authority in government 
matters, and proposes that government and business should follow the 
same kind of logic: “[S]ix billion pounds is one out of every 100 pounds the 
government spends. Now what small business in this recession, what big 
business hasn’t had to make that sort of decision?” (55.29). The fact that 
Cameron states he would like to cut the cost of politics supports this 
interpretation. It must be noted that Gordon Brown responded by saying 
that the Labour Party would cut the cost of politics more, although it is 
possible that Brown’s statement is, at least in part, pragmatically 
motivated, since the expenses scandal made the public question the costs 
of government. In 2015 Cameron does not repeat this argument. Rather, 
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he uses the success the coalition government has had, reducing 
unemployment and increasing growth in the economy, to lend support to 
his policies. 
  When Cameron portrays, in the third debate of 2010, the act of 
employing people as “one person saying to another person, ‘Come work 
for me’” (39.40), he willingly distorts the reality of the situation. This is a 
euphemistic, simplified description of employing people. Cameron 
describes the situation as one person dealing with another, instead of a 
situation where an individual is dealing with a corporation.The difference is 
that in Cameron’s scenario power is divided equally between the two 
individuals, whereas in reality corporations hold more power than 
individuals. Classical economics, which neoliberalism extensively builds 
on, bases its views of the economy on the assumption that resource 
allocation is most efficient when rational individuals freely participate in the 
exchange of goods and services, and this basic assumption is reflected in 
Cameron’s version of the relation of employees and employers.  
  Another salient feature of neoliberalism and economism 
observable in Cameron’s discourse is the attempt to create a separation 
between politics and economy. This is based on the view that government 
intervention is harmful. If people accept that the government has no 
business interfering with the economy, then it is easier to accept the policy 
of reducing government investment, even if it has social costs. Cameron 
displays this belief on multiple occasions, for example in the third debate 
in 2010: “What Labour seem to confuse is they confuse the economy with 
the government” (14.30). He is depoliticizing economic issues, moving 
them beyond government control. This is the most conspicuous example 
of economism in Cameron’s discourse. He is marking the economic 
sphere as forbidden territory, leaving the power relations that exist there 
untouched by the government. It seems that there is a clear difference in 
the very manner David Cameron and Gordon Brown define the economy, 
or at least in the manner in which they portray it. For Brown, the 
government is an indispensable part of the economy, and for Cameron it is 
not. Since, at the moment, the government is arguably very much involved 
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in the economy, Cameron’s way of depicting the economy can be 
characterized as prescriptive, since he is speaking about the economy as 
he thinks it should be: devoid of government interference, even though 
that is not the case. 
6.3. The Liberal Democrats 
Nick Clegg’s opening statement in the third debate of 2010 conforms 
perfectly to Heywood’s three features of ideologies. First, he criticizes the 
current situation by calling it a mess, and then describes a better 
alternative: “a new, stronger and fairer economy” (02.47). He says it is 
necessary to do things differently to get from here to there, for example, he 
speaks about the necessity of budget cuts, thereby portraying them as the 
right solution to economic problems. Clegg repeatedly attempts to make 
his propositions appear commonsensical by lexical items such as obvious 
or simply, and by expressions like we all know. The dominant ideology in a 
society often acquires the status of common sense, and the fact that 
Clegg is able to make these kind of claims to common sense without 
risking them striking listeners as unusual signifies that his ideas represent 
the ideology that is dominant in the United Kingdom.  
  In his opening statement to the 2015 leaders' debate, in turn, 
Clegg says that the Liberal Democrats have “the resilience to finish the job 
of balancing the books” (08.26). Finish the job is an expression also used 
by David Cameron and balance the books is a frequent expression in Ed 
Miliband’s discourse. By using both of these expressions together, Clegg 
may be situating the Liberal Democrats between the Conservatives and 
Labour. This interpretation is supported by the fact that he also directly 
says that the Liberal Democrats’ economic plans fall between the two 
major parties, which is also evident from the Liberal Democrat manifesto. It 
is possible that Clegg is exploiting what is called the golden mean fallacy: 
the erroneous conclusion that truth lies in the middle of two extreme 
positions. If voters see the Conservative Party and the Labour Party as the 
two opposed alternatives, they may be inclined to think that a moderate, or 
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in Clegg’s words, balanced, position between the two is better than either 
extreme, and therefore vote for the Liberal Democrats. 
  This moderate stance is also expressed in the manner Clegg uses 
euphemistic expressions, both positive and negative in valence, to speak 
about reducing government spending. One such lexical item is decision, 
used in both debates in 2010. A possible reason for using this euphemism 
is that decision does not carry the same kind of negative valence as cut. 
For the same reason he says savings, finish the job, and balance the 
books instead of explicitly advocating for budget cuts. While he uses 
lexical items with positive valence more, suggesting that he sees budget 
cuts as positive, his position is not clear-cut. Clegg also mentions 
delivering the cuts, in which agency is mitigated through the use of a 
nominal and a vague choice of verb that also deconcretizes the act of 
cutting the budget. It is possible that this is an attempt to distance himself 
from the actual decision-making, and to portray himself more as a 
messenger of inevitable cuts. Another possible interpretation is that Clegg 
is using deliver in a sense often used in business settings: he has been 
given the task of cutting the budget, and he will deliver. The latter 
interpretation is supported by the fact that on other occasions he speaks 
about delivering fairness. With lexical choices such as to deal with a 
problem he portrays solving economic problems as a technicality, a mere 
matter of crunching the numbers, without explicitly recognizing the variety 
of possible solutions and the political nature of government actions.  
  In every debate in 2010 and 2015 Clegg extensively uses the 
word fair, that has considerable positive valence in political discourse, to 
make his preferred policies appear more attractive. Most uses of fair seem 
to appeal to the working class. For example, an utterance from the third 
debate in 2010, “fair taxes...so that people at the top pay their fair 
share” (01.27.57), expresses the stance that Clegg deems it right that the 
wealthy should pay a higher rate of tax than the poor. This is underpinned 
by the opposition of the poor and the rich Clegg builds between a cleaner 
and a greedy banker, supporting the conclusion that by fair taxation Clegg 
means a tax system that is more progressive than the current system. 
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When Clegg advocates government incentives to let people help 
themselves instead of the government helping them through benefits, he 
expresses an ideological position on welfare. While he notes that the 
question of welfare versus self-help is philosophical, there is a clear 
difference in Clegg’s stance towards the two options: he portrays the 
former as wrong and the latter as right by claiming that benefits increase 
dependency, which has negative valence. Criticizing welfare as producing 
dependency and advocating self-help over direct government aid is fairly 
common among right-wing politicians, and furthermore, the stance Clegg 
takes can be interpreted to reflect an even broader value choice: 
individualism over collectivism. Another token of individualism can be 
found in Clegg’s proposals of tax cuts. Promoting tax cuts in response to 
economic difficulties indicates that Clegg believes that individuals, 
operating in a free market, allocate resources more efficiently than the 
government. 
6.4. Other parties 
In both the leaders' debate and the opposition debate in 2015 Nicola 
Sturgeon of the Scottish National Party repeatedly uses lexical items with 
negative valence when referring to the government’s actions and plans in 
order to criticize them.These include euphemisms such as cut, used 
frequently in both debates. Another notable lexical item is austerity, which 
in this context depicts the process of cutting the government budgets as 
an entity. By using the nominal austerity as an actor in utterances 
Sturgeon is able to reinforce the negative qualities of austerity, which is 
already a negative term on its own. For example, in the leaders’ debate 
she says that “austerity is pushing people into poverty” (32.31). Sturgeon 
puts forth an alternative to the government’s approach: using government 
spending to increase economic growth, which in turn would reduce the 
deficit. When advocating this policy she mitigates agency through 
nominalization, as in the leaders' debate: “let’s have spending 
increases” (32.31). A possible reason for this distancing might be that she 
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believes the majority of voters do not fully agree with this approach. The 
government investing in the economy during recession and increasing 
taxation during a period of growth to manage the inherently cyclical nature 
of capitalism is essentially a Keynesian position, and it deviates from the 
central tenets of neoliberalism. 
  Whereas David Cameron justified his economic plans with his 
previous policies’ positive effects on the economy, Sturgeon speaks of the 
social costs of austerity and states that she does not see economic policy 
as an end, but rather as a means to improving the quality of life. It would 
seem that the two take an altogether different view to the purposes of 
economic policy, which reflects ideological differences. This approach, 
combined with the Keynesian ideas she expresses, points at the 
conclusion that Sturgeon is more sympathetic to socialism than 
neoliberalism. She does not seem to criticize capitalism itself, so it can be 
assumed that her views are closer to social democracy than socialism. 
  Plaid Cymru leader Leanne Wood’s discourse is in many respects 
quite similar to Nicola Sturgeon’s: they express the same kinds of ideas 
using the same rhetorical strategies. Leanne Wood uses the term austerity 
in reference to the government’s policies a total of 11 times in the 2015 
debates, amounting to a high average frequency of 9.8 instances ptw. The 
word cut occurs even more frequently, on average 11.5 times ptw. The 
frequent use of these two lexical items with negative valence to criticize 
the policy of austerity is a significant feature of her discourse. 
  Similarly to Nicola Sturgeon, Leanne Wood proposes government 
investment as alternative solution to economic difficulty. Given her critique 
of the government’s neoliberal policies and this promotion of a Keynesian 
approach, it is likely that Wood’s ideological views are largely based on 
social democracy. This interpretation is consistent with the views put forth 
in Plaid Cymru’s 2015 manifesto. 
  The leader of the Green Party, Natalie Bennett, joins Nicola 
Sturgeon and Leanne Wood in both the ideas she expresses and the 
rhetorical strategies she uses to make the Green Party’s plans seem more 
attractive and other parties’ plans more aversive. Bennett, similarly to 
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Sturgeon and Wood, claims that the government’s response to economic 
issues was incorrect and that it cannot be justified as necessary. Whereas 
Wood and Sturgeon spoke about the pain of austerity, several lexical 
choices Bennett makes describe the government’s actions with violent 
imagery: for example, the expressions to slash away at essential public 
services and austerity has cut deep depict austerity as knife-like and 
damaging, attributing negative valence to budget cuts. 
  In the leaders' debate she defends welfare spending using a 
euphemism: “we have to support the most vulnerable” (26.57), with the 
same verb, support, that Gordon Brown widely used in the 2010 debates. 
While Bennett on several occasions rejects the view of austerity as 
inevitable, she tends to present her own policies of maintaining welfare 
and raising taxes at the top end of the income scale as necessary.  
  It is interesting that in both debates Bennett mentions rich 
individuals, while she tends to speak of the poor as a group or a class, 
using expressions like the poor and the disadvantaged or the most 
vulnerable. There is a pattern in the way she uses these lexical items in 
sentences: the poor and similar expressions that refer to the lowest paid 
are usually objects that some other entity acts upon, for example in the 
leaders’ debate the current economy makes them “pay for the errors and 
fraud of the bankers” (06.14), and in the opposition debate they are being 
“looked after” and “cared for” (16.09). By contrast, the rich individuals are 
actors who are not paying their share. One possible interpretation of the 
different use of these terms could be that it is a pragmatically motivated 
attempt to symphatize with the lower classes without it seeming like an 
attack on the wealthy as a group. 
  David Cameron claimed that the choice in the general election of 
2015 was between the Conservatives and Labour, but in the opposition 
debate Bennett argues that the two parties represent merely two versions 
of “the same failed recipe” of austerity (01.25.06). This is an effort to 
dismantle the conventional setting in British politics where the choice has, 
as Cameron said, been between the two largest parties, and to open up 
possibilities for smaller parties like hers. This also indicates that Bennett’s 
 63
ideological views do not fall in the same sector as Cameron and Miliband’s 
but, based on her plans and rhetorical strategies, are closer to social 
democracy, similarly to Nicola Sturgeon and Leanne Wood. 
  UKIP’s Nigel Farage is the only one among the leaders of smaller 
parties who does not criticize austerity. Instead, he advocates reducing 
government spending, and to increase the attractiveness of that policy he 
uses various euphemisms, such as save, make savings, reprioritize, 
rebalance, and revisit, but he also uses cuts, which has negative valence. 
At times he seems to use lexical items with positive and negative valence 
interchangeably, although when using cuts he tends to portray them as 
necessary. Other party leaders tend to distance themselves from 
unattractive policies or assign responsibility to some other entity than their 
party, and while this strategy is present in Farage’s discourse as well, he 
seems to use it less than the others. While he uses expressions such as 
cuts need to come, where the nominal cuts is used as an actor and no one 
is directly responsible for making the cuts, he also uses expressions 
where the actor is Farage himself, such as in the opposition debate at 
19.46: “I’ve offered cuts of 32 billion pounds a year”, or an inclusive we, 
like in the leaders’ debate: “We need to make cuts and there are some 
places we can start” (17.01). 
  In the opposition debate Farage dismisses the other party leaders’ 
rhetoric, referring to it as “this talk of austerity” (13.33), and uses the 
amount of the deficit and the debt as a justification for austerity measures. 
He insinuates that the premise that debt has increased can only lead to 
the conclusion that cuts have to be made. This is a strong indication of a 
neoliberal way of thinking. By omitting the possibility of other approaches, 
Farage portrays budget reductions as the correct solution to economic 
difficulties and thereby depoliticizes the issue, which is a sign of 
economism. This interpretation would conform to his use of rhetorical 
strategies to increase the valence of spending reductions and decrease 
the valence of continued or increased spending. It could also be an 
explanation to why Farage does not necessarily mitigate agency in the 
same way as other party leaders when speaking about budget reductions: 
 64
he does not see those plans as aversive, but as correct and necessary, so 
there is no need to distance himself or UKIP from them. 
6.5. Summary 
These findings provide evidence that all eight party leaders used several 
rhetorical strategies, such as euphemization, deconcretization, and 
nominalization, on a large scale. All eight used euphemisms to increase 
the attractiveness of the policies they advocate, and lexical items with 
negative valence to decrease the attractiveness of their competitors’ 
policies. Similarly all eight politicians strategically used deconcretization, at 
least to a small extent. Deconcretization was used particularly with verb 
phrases, mostly to obscure the specific procedures the parties proposed to 
resolve economic troubles. Nominalization was also used by all eight party 
leaders, in most cases to mitigate agency and shift responsibility when 
speaking about unattractive policies. Although every party leader used 
somewhat similar rhetorical strategies to appeal to voters, there were 
apparent differences in the ideas and policies the rhetorical strategies 
were used to promote, which indicates that there are recognizable 
ideological differences among the party leaders.  
  The difference in the approach the leaders of the two largest 
parties, Labour and the Conservatives, take to government spending is 
illustrated well by Paul Rayson’s key concept clouds from 2010, and, more 
specifically, by one particular concept: the lack of money, which is used 
significantly more in the Conservative manifesto than in the Labour 
manifesto. This is in accordance with the findings of this study: David 
Cameron’s rhetorical strategy aims to create a sense of urgency for 
decreasing government spending, and therefore it seems rational that the 
lack of money would be repeatedly mentioned in the Conservative 
manifesto. The same notion is also exemplified by Cameron’s use of cut to 
refer to policies he approves of, which can be taken as an indication of him 
seeing budget cuts as correct or positive, and not as something that has to 
be spoken about in euphemisms. In the three debates Cameron takes part 
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in the average frequency of cut (either as a verb or a noun) used to refer 
to his own policies is 3.3 instances ptw, compared to 1.5 ptw for Gordon 
Brown. The average frequency of cut for Ed Miliband is 3.8 instances ptw, 
but this high number is largely due to his repeated use of the expression 
cut the deficit, which does not directly refer to cutting the budget, only 
implies it. If adjusted by leaving out instances of cut occurring in the 
phrase cut the deficit, the frequency is 1.5 ptw, the same as Gordon 
Brown’s. The adjusted number is probably a more realistic reflection of 
Miliband’s ideological views, since many of the opinions he expresses in 
the 2015 debates are quite similar to what Brown argued in 2010. In a 
similar manner, the use of cut in a negative sense demonstrates well the 
ideological division between the largest parties and three smaller ones, the 
SNP, Plaid Cymru, and the Green Party, the leaders of which all 
extensively use cut to criticize the spending reductions the Conservatives 
and Labour have made or are planning to make. 
  Based on the results, in the discourse of Gordon Brown, Ed 
Miliband, Nicola Sturgeon, Leanne Wood, and Natalie Bennett there are 
some elements of socialism alongside positions that approach social 
democracy, which corresponds to the party manifestos. Ed Miliband also 
exhibits features of neoliberalism at times, while Brown’s economic views 
seem to fall closer to Keynesianism. Reflections of various neoliberal 
principles are apparent in the language use of David Cameron, Nick 
Clegg, and Nigel Farage, although Clegg seems to be less sternly right-
wing as Cameron and Farage, and is lacking the conservative elements 
Cameron exhibited, which was to be expected. It is worthy of mentioning 
that Brown, unlike Cameron, Clegg, and Miliband, did not explicitly present 
his opinions as fact or common sense. It is possible that this is a 
coincidence, but it might also mean that Brown was assuming that 
neoliberalism has established its position as the dominant ideology of 
today not only in the minds of economists, but of the British public as well. 
Therefore Brown’s Keynesian economic views do not have claim to the 
same status of common sense as the neoliberal views expressed by other 
politicians. 
 66
  In hindsight, it would have been useful to explore a wider range of 
rhetorical strategies, since the speakers seem to combine them in a way 
that forms a whole. Even though the method of analysis proved to be 
adequate for the narrower approach taken in this study, analyzing only a 
few parts of the party leaders’ discourse risks a simplified presentation. In 
addition, compiling a framework that better accounts for the complex 
reality of economic policy and ideology would help form a more accurate 
picture of the situation, but the limited nature of resources naturally forces 
some compromises. Despite its shortcomings, this study still provides 
insight into discourse being used as an ideological device and lays the 
groundwork for a more comprehensive study in the future, possibly 
including more thorough investigation of such aspects of discourse as 
representation, agency, and persuasion. It would also be interesting to 
compare the results of this study to economic discussion in other English 
speaking countries, or, for example, to economic discussions in the British 
parliament at different periods of time. Unfortunately, party leaders’ live 
debates preceding general elections have only been broadcast in the UK 
since 2010, so it is not possible to compare these results to similar 
debates held 10 or 20 years earlier. 
7 Conclusion
  
The paradox of political discourse is that it is both a vehicle of ideological 
power and a means of helping the public realize their right to vote in an 
informed manner. These two functions are generally incompatible, often to 
the detriment of the latter. In order to bring clarity to the resulting 
confusion, it is necessary to critically examine the language used by 
politicians in different contexts. Granted, the language of politics has for a 
long time been a popular subject of study, but the wide scope of possible 
approaches—and the fact that language and politics are constantly 
evolving—ensure that there is always a need for research using current 
data.  
  This study, taking the approach of critical discourse analysis, set 
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out to explore the use and the possible ideological motivations of 
euphemization, deconcretization, and nominalization in British political 
debates from 2010 and 2015. Careful analysis lead to the conclusion that, 
as hypothesized, the use of these rhetorical strategies does seem to be 
linked to ideologies in ways that can be demonstrated through the means 
of critical discourse analysis. The results show that British party leaders 
throughout the left-right political spectrum use euphemization and 
deconcretization to depict policies as attractive or aversive in a manner 
that conforms to their party’s perceived ideological background. They also 
use nominalization in accordance with their ideological agenda to e.g. 
conceal agency, shift responsibility, or portray particular courses of action 
as necessary or commonsensical. 
  If we accept the aforementioned argument by Fairclough (1989: 
85) that ideology works best when it is concealed, we can think of critical 
discourse analysis as a tool for lifting the veil of rhetoric and exposing the 
discursive manifestations of ideological power—an idea strongly 
supported by the findings of this and many previous studies. If language 
is, indeed, an essential mechanism of domination, discourse analysis 
should correspondingly play a crucial part in the struggle to undermine 
power relations that sustain inequality in society. 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Appendix A
The original transcripts were available online at www.news.bbc.co.uk, and they were edited in 
the manner outlined above in section 4 (Method). 
Asterisks (*) stand for parts of the debates that were irrelevant for this study, and were 
omitted. Parts that were unclear are marked with (unintelligible). Double hyphens (--) stand for 
disfluencies in speech. Three commas (...) at the end of an utterance signify that the speaker 
either was interrupted or trailed off, and at the beginning of an utterance they signify that the 
speaker continues a previous utterance. Parts where there are multiple speakers 
simultaneously are marked with (crosstalk). Words or phrases that were unclear but can be 
deduced from the context with reasonable certainty are placed in double brackets: (( )).
First prime ministerial debate, 15 April 2010 (BBC 2010(a))
Speakers:
Alastair Stewart, moderator
Nick Clegg, leader of the Liberal Democrat Party
Gordon Brown, leader of the Labour Party
David Cameron, leader of the Conservative Party 
Helen Elwood, audience member
Robert Lewis, audience member
*
00.24 Alastair Stewart: Good evening, and welcome to the first election debate. Over the 
past 50 years there have been numerous attempts to get the leaders of the three 
big political parties to debate with each other during an election. Tonight, history in 
the making, as we're joined by the leader of the Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg, the 
Conservative party leader, David Cameron, and the leader of the Labour Party, 
Gordon Brown. This debate will mainly focus on domestic affairs, important issues 
that affect our everyday lives. If you want to make your own comments and follow 
the debate online, you can do so by going to ITV.com. In a moment, we'll be taking 
questions from our studio audience, but first let's hear a brief opening statement 
from each of the leaders. We'll start with Nick Clegg. 
01.22 Nick Clegg: I believe that the way things are. Is not the way things have to be. Now 
you’re gonna be told tonight by these two that the only choice -- you can make, is 
between two old parties that have been running things for years. I’m here, to 
persuade you that there is, an alternative. I think we have a fantastic opportunity, to 
do things differently for once. And if we do things differently, we can create the fair 
society, the fair country we all want. A fair tax system, better schools, an economy 
no longer held hostage by greedy bankers, decent, open politics. Those are the 
changes, I believe in. I really wouldn’t be standing here tonight, if I didn’t think they 
were all possible. So don’t let anyone tell you that the only choice is old politics, we 
can do something new, we can do something different, this time. That’s what I’m 
about, that’s what the Liberal Democrats offer. 
02.25 Gordon Brown: These are no ordinary times, and this is no ordinary election. We’ve 
just been going through the biggest global financial crisis in our lives, and we're 
moving from recession to recovery, and I believe, we're moving on a road to 
prosperity, for all. Now, every promise you hear from each of us this evening, 
depends on one thing: a strong economy. And this is, the defining, year. Get the 
decisions right now, and we can have secure jobs, we can have standards of living 
rising, and we can have everybody, better off. Get the decisions wrong now, and 
we could have a double-dip, recession. And because we believe in fairness, as we 
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cut the deficit, over these next few years, we will protect your police, your National 
Health Service, and we will protect your schools. I know what this job involves, I 
look forward to putting my plan, to you, this evening.
03.26 David Cameron: I think it's great we're having these debates, and I hope they go 
some way, to restore, some of the faith and some of the trust into our politics, 
because we badly need that once again in this country. The expenses saga 
brought great shame on parliament. And I'm extremely sorry for everything that 
happened. Your politicians, frankly all of us, let you down. Now, there is a big 
choice at this election: we can go on as we are, or we can say no, Britain can do 
much better. We can deal with our debts, we can get our economy growing and 
avoid this jobs tax. And we can build a bigger society. But we can only do this if we 
recognise we need join together, we need to come together, we need to recognise 
we're all in this together. Now, not everything Labour has done in the last 13 years 
has been wrong—they’ve done some good things and I would keep those—but we 
need change, and it's that change I want to help to lead.
*
26.05 Helen Elwood: I own a pub, and people like to chat over a drink. Nothing’s provoked more 
discussion than MPs' expenses. Given the recent scandals involving all parties, how are 
you intending to re-establish the credibility of MPs in the eyes of the electorate?
26.19 AS: Mr Clegg?
26.20 NC: Well I don't think, that, err, any politician. Deserves your trust, and you talked about 
credibilitis -- credibility deserves any credibility, until everybody has come clean about 
what has gone wrong. Now, there have been some changes to the rules and all that, and 
-- you know the changes to the expenses rules, but you know there are still people, who 
haven't taken full responsibility, for some of the biggest abuses in the system. There are 
MPs who flipped, one property to the next, buying, properties, paid by you, the taxpayer, 
and then they would do the properties up, paid for by you, and pocket the difference in 
personal profit. They got away scot-free. There are MPs who avoided paying Capital 
Gains Tax. And of course, you remember the -- you know what was it, the duck houses 
and all the rest of it. But actually, it's the -- it’s the people the MPs who made these big 
abuses, some of them profiting hundreds of thousands of pounds. I have to stress, not a 
single Liberal Democrat MP did either of those things, but they still, haven't been dealt 
with. I -- we can only turn round the corner on this, until we're honest about what went 
wrong in the first place.
27.23 GB: I was shocked, and I was sickened by what I saw. I'd been brought up to believe by 
my parents, that you act honestly, and you act fairly and you act responsibly. And just as 
the bankers were irresponsible, so too, were members of parliament. And nobody should 
be standing for election at this election, who is guilty of the offences we've seen, in MPs. 
Now I want to do three things to change the system. Er -- first of all, I want to give the 
right of recall, to constituents, if your MP is misbehaving, and is guilty of corrupt 
practices, and parliament doesn't act, you should have the right to recall that MP. The 
second thing we've got to do is give people the right to petition parliament, so that your 
issues can be raised in parliament, and that's what we propose to do. And thirdly, and 
this is quite fundamental, and I don’t think David will support us on that but I hope Nick 
will, we've got to reform the House of Commons and the House of Lords. We need a 
new House of Commons, a new House of Lords. We will have a referendum, to elect 
members of parliament with more than 50% of the vote, and to have a House of Lords, 
that is elected rather than hereditary or unaccountable. These are the changes we need.
28.27 AS: David Cameron.
 74
28.28 DC: Well Helen I’m, not surprised you talk about it in your pub because it was just, a 
horrendous episode, as Nick says, it isn't fully finished and -- and sorted out yet, and I 
know how angry people are in this country, they pay their taxes and they don't pay their 
taxes, for MPs to abuse the system. And I know how angry I was when I heard about the 
moats and the duck houses and the rest of it, and I was determined to do my bit, to clean 
it up, to get my MPs to apologise to get them to pay back money, all of which they did 
before the official, er -- reviews started to happen. But do you know one thing I think we 
really need to do as part of the apology, is to say to the British people, we're gonna cut 
the cost of politics. We're gonna cut the size of the House of Commons by 10%. We're 
gonna cut ministers' pay by 5% and freeze it, for the whole of the parliament. We're 
gonna cut the size of Whitehall by a third. We're gonna get rid of some of these quangos. 
We’re gonna make your politics, better value for money, as well as cleaner. I think that's 
part of the apology we really badly need to make.
29.25 NC: I have to say, to both, David Cameron and Gordon Brown what bothers me is that I 
hear the words, they sound great. But, you know -- it's not just what you say it's what you 
do. Why is it that, when I put forward Liberal Democrats put forward, a law which would 
have given all of you and everyone watching now, the right to sack, their MP, if their MP 
is corrupt, the Labour -- MPs voted against it the Conservative MPs didn't even bother, to 
vote, why is it when we supported a deal to clean up the really murky business of party 
funding, which has affected, all parties, you know -- you blocked it, you blocked it.
(crosstalk)
29.58 GB: We supported it.
(crosstalk)
29.59 NC: You wanted to keep protecting the paymasters of your -- the trade union paymasters, 
you wanted to protect Lord Ashcroft in his offshore haven, in Belize it's not good enough, 
to keep talking about how we need to, change politics if when you've got an opportunity 
to change, you actually block it. I think that's a betrayal, I think that's a con, I think you 
deserve the right to sack your MPs when they’re corrupt, but you also d -- deserve a 
politics where we finally, get the big money out of politics altogether.
30.23 GB: You see, I, I -- I agree with Nick. There's got to be a right of recall for people who are 
in a constituency and find their MPs corrupt, and parliament doesn't act. I agree with 
that. I think Nick also agrees with me about a new House of Commons and a new House 
of Lords, properly accountable, with a new system, of election, that will be put to 
referendum, next year. But David's solution, just to cut the number of MPs. Cut the 
number of MPs -- all of us represent a constituency of people, all of us represent 
communities, all of us represent, neighbourhoods and localities which deserve to have 
their local representation, I would cut one thing, I would cut the numbers of the House of 
Lords and not by 10%, but by 50%, a smaller House of Lords, directly accountable, and 
David please, no more hereditary peers.
31.08 DC: I want to see a reformed House of Lords, I think the House of Lords should be 
predominantly elected. And Gordon, you’ve had -- you’ve had 13 years to sort out the 
House of Lords if there are still hereditary peers sitting in the House of Lords if you're not 
happy with the House of Lords, why on earth haven't you done something about it, 
you’ve had all this time, and to suddenly now, talk about electoral reform, about changing 
the voting system which you started doing, just weeks before the general election, I think 
people will see that, as a bit of a ploy. But let me defend once again this idea of cutting 
the size of the House of Commons. Who in business, who in public services, who in their 
family life, hasn't actually had to try, and get more for less? Hasn't had to trim their 
budgets, hasn't had to work a bit harder? Why on earth should MPs and parliament be 
 75
any different? We could quite as well get by, with 10% fewer MPs, we could cut the cost 
for you the taxpayer, and we could do a better job at the same time.
32.02 GB: We -- we‘ll cut the cost of politics more, by halving the House of Lords, and making it 
a far smaller chamber, making it accountable, and -- er, and making it democratic, and 
David, let’s -- let’s be honest, you voted against taking action against removing 
hereditary peers from the House of Lords. You don't want to that happen you blocked it 
only in the last week. The key issue here, is will we take responsibility for a better form of 
politics?
32.26 AS: Mr Cameron?
(crosstalk)
32.27 GB: Right of recall, right to petition... 
(crosstalk) 
32.28 AS: Mr Cameron?  
(crosstalk)
32.29 GB: ...and a better House of Commons and Lords.
32.31 DC: Let me just make, one point after, all that Nick said ‘cause I thought there was a 
slight danger, of a sort of holier than thou. I think we should all be frank. Politics has 
been in a mess for all of us, we all had MPs with dreadful expenses problems, there are 
still three Labour MPs in court, at the moment, there were Liberal MPs that were, 
criticized. When it comes to party funding, yes there's been the union money going into 
Labour, from the Unite union yes, the Conservative Party has been too reliant for too 
long on, rich individuals, and yes the Liberal Democrats took 2.5 million pounds off, 
someone who's still I think, a criminal on the run and the money hasn't been paid back. 
(crosstalk)
33.07 AS: Nick Clegg, Nick Clegg...
(crosstalk)
33.08 DC: Let’s not get too holier than thou over all this.
(crosstalk)
33.09 AS: Nick. Clegg.
33.10 NC: Hang on a minute. Before we bandy about these things, let's be absolutely clear we 
were completely exonerated for that it was years ago, I’m talking about what's been 
going on now. And -- and...
(crosstalk)
33.16 DC: Have you paid the money back?
(crosstalk)
33.17 NC: ... and listen, none of this is gonna make any difference, if we allow this, this rotten 
system in -- er, in Westminster to carry on where MPs have jobs for life, where they basi 
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-- basically only need to get 20, 30% of your votes in their areas, then, no questions 
asked, they don't even need to bother until the next time there's an election, and there’s 
be -- er, a direct correlation between the hundreds, of Labour and Conservative MPs, 
who have got these safe seats these jobs for life, and the levels of abuse in expenses, 
and...  
(crosstalk)
33.47 AS: Gordon Brown.
(crosstalk)
33.48 NC: ... and neither of you -- neither of you want to clean up the... 
(crosstalk) 
33.49 AS: Mister Brown. 
(crosstalk) 
33.50 NC: ...system from top to toe in the way that...(unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
33.52 AS: Thank you, Mr Clegg. Mr Brown.
33.53 GB: I, I, I honestly think we should raise the standard of debate here, there has been 
awful things that have happened. We’ve had to take action against lots of MPs who have 
betrayed the pu -- pu -- public trust. And we are in politics I hope, for serving the public 
not serving ourselves. But we've gotta take action that makes a real difference in the 
future. Now Nick supports me, in reforming the House of Commons and the House of 
Lords.
34.14 AS: Mr Clegg, can you clarify that?  
(crosstalk)
34.15 GB: I think the Conservatives should support us as well.  
(crosstalk)
34.16 AS: Can you clarify that assertion?
34.17 NC: There was absolutely nothing to support. They did nothing for 13 years...
(crosstalk)
34.20 GB: You support...
(crosstalk)
34.22 NC: No. I mean... 
(crosstalk)
34.23 GB: Do you -- do you support the alternative...
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(crosstalk)
34.24 NC: I support, what I support... 
(crosstalk) 
34.25 GB: ...voting system in the House of Commons? 
(crosstalk)
34.26 NC: What I support is something I've supported all my adult political life which is a 
complete, clean-up from top to toe of politics, direct elections of the House of Lords, they 
shouldn't be there just because they've done favours, to politicians making the rules that 
you need to abide by...
(crosstalk)
34.38 AS: Mr Brown.
(crosstalk)
34.39 NC: ...getting big money out, fair votes for everybody.
(crostalk)
34.40 GB: The truth is that Nick does support fundamental reform of the House of Commons...
(crosstalk)
34.44 NC: But you haven't offered it.
34.45 GB: We are gonna to put it to a referendum next year, and let the people decide. When 
politics breaks down in the way it did, and we had corrupt MPs, then we’ve gotta have a 
new start, a referendum next year on a new House of Commons, and a new House of 
Lords, that’s the way forward, I’m sorry that the Conservatives reject these reforms.
35.01 DC: Well, I -- it's rather difficult because Gordon says Nick agrees with Gordon and Nick 
says Nick doesn't agree with Gordon so, let me try and find something we're all agreed 
on that we could change it would make a difference. I think it is time, that when an MP, 
breaks the rules, that those constituents should be able to throw that member of 
parliament, out of parliament without having to wait for a general election. I think we all 
agree about that...
(crosstalk)
35.20 GB: I've just said that.
(crosstalk)
35.21 DC: ...and whoever wins the next election we can put that in place, straightaway.
35.25 AS: Let me just clarify precisely that assertion. The, claim is that we are all agreed upon 
that point. 
35.30 GB: The right of recall...
35.31 AS: Mister Brown?
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35.32 GB: The right of recall, yes. But I want a more fundamental reform, I want an MP to be 
elected with more than 50% of the vote, and I want a House of Lords, that is not, 
hereditary but elected on a proportional, er -- representation list system, now that’s what 
we want to put to a referendum next year.
35.46 AS: Mister Clegg.
35.47 NC: I'm absolutely dismayed by this, I mean this is something I actually put, forward in the 
House of Commons, we already could have had that law people already could have had 
the right, to sack corrupt MPs, Labour MPs voted against it, Conservative MPs...
(crosstalk)
35.59 GB: I'm in favour of it.
(crosstalk)
36.00 NC: ...didn’t turn up, it's great we're saying the same thing, you’ve also got to do the right 
thing to clean up politics.
(crosstalk)
36.02 GB: And I --
(crosstalk)
36.03 AS: Gentlemen, thank you very much indeed on that question.
*
47.14 Robert Lewis: How certain can you be that your party's policies will deal with the 
budget deficits without damaging economic growth?
47.26 DC: Well this is an absolutely vital question, and I'm glad it's been -- been asked, 
because we've got to get this economy moving, we’ve got to get this economy 
growing. And what we say, is save six billion pounds in the coming, current year in 
order to stop, the jobs tax which we think will derail the recovery, because if you put 
a tax on jobs, that I think is a jobs killer, it’s a recovery killer, it's an economy killer. 
And 100 of the leading business people in this country, people who run companies 
like Sainsbury’s and Marks & Spencers and Mothercare, have all said that the 
threat to recovery, is not cutting out waste as we say, the threat to recovery, is 
Labour's proposal, for a jobs tax. So I think we've got to remove this dark cloud of 
the deficit over our economy, and it makes sense, to s -- make a start on that now. 
Make a start this year, to avoid the tax next year, and then we can go forward, with 
further plans to remove our deficit and our debt, that’s gonna hold our country back 
if we're not very careful.
48.26 NC: Can I -- where are you, Robert? I can hear your voice, but -- ah, there you are, 
right at the back, sorry. Behind the camera. Now I can see you, um -- Robert, I 
think -- we -- need to, just -- be open with you, straight with you, and we've sought 
to do that. We have specified -- I think we're the only party in politics now, in our 
manifesto -- look at the back of our manifesto, which says, here are the figures, this 
is the way that we would find, cuts and savings of 15 billion pounds. How would we 
do that, er-- by things like removing tax credits for the top 20 percent of recipients 
of tax credits, ending the child trust fund, which gives 250 pounds to all 18-year-
olds. I'd love to give everybody 250 pounds, but -- I don't think we can afford it right 
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now. Putting a cap of 400 pounds on any, er -- pay increases in the public sector 
for the next two years. But also some long-term choices, I'm the only leader here 
who is saying very clearly I don’t think we can either justify or afford, the like-for-like 
replacement of the Cold War nuclear missile system, the Trident missile system, 
over the next 25 years. It’ll cost you, all of us, 100 billion pounds, we can't afford it.
49.28 GB: We've been through a terrible financial recession, a global financial recession. 
And every time we’ve had to make big choices about what we do. To support the 
economy when there was no private investment happening, to support people who 
were unemployed so we could keep unemployment down, to support mortgages so 
that there were no mortgage repossessions like the 1990s. Now, we're at a critical 
point in our economy now. And I’ll be honest with you, you cannot afford to take 
money out of the economy, now, because you will put jobs at risk, businesses at 
risk, and you put the whole recovery at risk. Six billion pounds out of the economy, 
means lost jobs, it means lost businesses, it means lost growth. If you take that 
money out now, I fear for what could happen, and we do not want to have a 
double-dip recession in this country. Take six billion out and it is the equivalent of 
taking out, thousands of jobs in this economy today, and making a lot of jobs, that 
are safe at the moment, unsafe. I would not recommend that at all.
50.24 DC: Let me take on, err, Robert, this argument directly, the idea that if you cut 
waste this year, you endanger the recovery. Now just this week, we've seen two, I 
think pretty hideous, waste stories. The first is that civil servants, have been given 
credit cards, funded by the tax-payer to go out and spend that on food and wine 
and other things, and that’s cost a billion pounds. The second story, was that, 
managers in the National Health Service, many of whom are paid over 250,000 
pounds, have had a seven percent pay rise. Now are we honestly saying, that if 
you didn't have that sort of waste, that sort of excess, that our economy would 
collapse, I think it is nonsense. It's like saying that giving up smoking is somehow, 
er, er -- gonna be bad for your health. Giving up waste would be good for our 
economy, and it me -- would mean that we could stop this tax rise, that's coming 
down the track, that Britain's biggest business leaders all say will cost jobs. Cut the 
waste, stop the tax. That's the right answer.
51.20 NC: Well, it -- look, these two constantly argue about -- about waste as if we can, 
as if we can create -- err, or we can fill the black hole in public finances by saving 
money on paper clips and pot plants in Whitehall. Of course we can get rid of a bit 
of waste. But that isn't the big -- that uh, that -- that doesn't really address the big 
questions we need to ask ourselves. And I th -- I think we need to be, clear with 
you, open with you, straight with you, we’ve tried to do that. We’ve set out 15 billion 
pounds worth of savings. I’ve, I’ve, err, err, you know, I’ve listed some of them. We 
have one specific tax that we want to introduce, to help fill the black hole we would 
impose a 10 percent tax on the profits of the banks, the, the, the these banks who 
have got us into the trouble in the first place, I think they should pay, you back 
because you, the taxpayer, have bailed them out, and use that money to deal with 
the black hole in, in, in the finances. But let's not get obsessed about mythical 
savings and waste, which, which is the oldest trick in the book, to pretend that you 
can square a circle like that, or get obsessed about when you deliver these cuts. 
The crucial thing is, are we gonna be open with people, with you, about how we're 
gonna save money in the long-term?
52.51 GB: Well just think how difficult it is to save 50,000, 100,000, 200,000, a million, 
and then think of 6,000 million to be saved, in the next nine months, before the end 
of the financial year. Now, I fear for our economy if that happens. The only way 
we've kept our economy moving forward, is not because there's been private 
investment or bank lending, it's because the government has had to step in to 
make sure there is sufficient growth. And we've prevented unemployment going to 
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the levels of America and Europe. I say you've got to keep that support now, every 
other European country, America, agrees with that. Only the Conservative Party is 
against keeping that support in the economy now. Now, of course we've got to deal 
with waste, but if you take the waste out, you put more money into the economy to 
make sure the economy can continue to grow. It's the only way we can save jobs 
and businesses in this country now. And I say it to the whole audience here and to 
-- to the nation: it is important at this moment to take no risk, with the recovery. 
Once again, the Conservatives are showing, they are a risk to the recovery in this 
country.
 
53.25 AS: Nick Clegg.
53.26 NC: Well -- we all know, we've got this great black hole in our public finances. 
That's obvious. We all know we're gonna have to save money, we -- we all know 
we're gonna have to, make cuts. The question at this election is who is trying to be 
straight with you about the scale of those cuts, how long they'll take, as it happens, 
this is one area where I would like for once to see politicians put people before 
politics. And I -- what I'm suggesting -- I don't know whether Gordon Brown and 
David Cameron will take up this invitation, is that regardless of the outcome of the 
general election, that we get the Chancellor and the shadow Chancellors together, 
the governor of the Bank of England, the head of the Financial Services Authority, 
to come clean with you, about how big this structural deficit is, it’s estimated to be 
somewhere around 70 billion. And straight with you, finally, about how long it is 
going to take to fill that.
54.13 AS: David Cameron.
54.14 DC: There's no doubt the country's going to have to come together to deal with this, 
really big problem of the deficit, I mean, for every four pounds that we spend right 
now, uh -- the government is borrowing one of those pounds. But Nick keeps 
saying he's being very straight with you, in his manifesto is a promise for a 17 
billion pound tax cut. It is a great idea. I'd love to do it but we don't have 17 -- billion 
pounds for a tax cut. Gordon is saying…
54.36 AS: Nick Clegg on that specific point.
54.38 NC: We've spelt out exactly where that money would come from. We would, for 
instance, stop this grotesque spectacle, this unfair tax system which has been built 
up under a succession of Labour and Conservative governments where right now, 
a greedy banker in the City of London pays a lower rate of tax, on their capital 
gains, than their cleaner does, on their wages. We have a tax system…
54.57 AS: Gordon Brown. Gordon Brown.
54.59 GB: Back to the question Robert put, that the PCT, the health authority, was finding 
it very difficult, because of the situation at the moment. Take thousands of millions 
out of the economy now, take six billion out of the economy now, and think of the 
risk to jobs and businesses. And I say to the Conservatives, of course we want 
efficiency savings and of course we want to deal with waste, but we cannot afford, 
to see private investment so small, and then public investment cut at this time…
(crosstalk)
55.26 AS: David Cameron.
55.27 GB: …and lots of jobs put at risk. Please tell us you won't do that.
 81
(crosstalk)
55.29 DC: Six, six -- six billion pounds is one, out of every hundred pounds, the 
government spends. Now what small business in this recession, what big business 
hasn't had to make that sort of decision? Many people are making a much bigger 
decision. Turn it round the other way and think about it like this, Gordon is 
effectively saying, "I want to go on wasting money now, so I put up your taxes 
later." 
55.48 AS: Gordon Brown.
(crosstalk)
55.49 GB: We -- we -- we’ve got a responsibility…
(crosstalk)
55.50 DC: Why should we pay our taxes for government waste?
55.52 GB: We've got a responsibility for the overall growth rate of the economy. We've got 
to get this economy moving forward. You can’t do it with private investment alone. 
The government has gotta play its role. Now, next year, we'll make these bigger 
savings, and of course we're going to pay, err -- for health and for education, and 
for policing by what we do on National Insurance. But this year, don’t pull the 
money out of the economy, don't put good people's jobs and their businesses at 
risk now.
56.18 AS: David Cameron.
 
56.19 DC: But why do you think it is, I would say, that 100 of the leading business people 
in this country, people who run some of the biggest businesses like Corus, like 
Logica, like Mothercare, why do they say, and they couldn't be more clear the risk 
to the economy is not cutting waste, the risk to the economy is Labour's proposal of 
a jobs tax. (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
56.37 AS: Gordon Brown. Gordon Brown on that specific point.
(crosstalk)
56.38 GB: The risk, the risk…
(crosstalk)
56.39 DC: Now why do they say… 
56.40 GB: The risk to the economy is this year, and every country—America, the rest of 
Europe, including Britain is saying—we’ve got to make sure we invest in the 
economy this year so that we can have the growth we need. Now, pull out the 
money, and you've proposed it at every point during this recession, pull out the 
money, and you'll have less growth, you'll have less jobs, and you will have less 
businesses. That's the fear. We've got to take an overall responsibility, for the 
whole economy.
57.06 NC: All I would say is this argument I think just doesn't address the fundamental 
issue. There are going to be big things, over the next few years, and neither of 
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them will come clean on this with you, that we simply can't afford to do. Trident, I 
don't think we can afford it. A da -- a tax on banks I think is now unavoidable. Tax 
credits. Err, err, we need to look at -- public sector pensions. These are big 
decisions which we need to take. 
(crosstalk)
57.27 AS: David Cameron.
(crosstalk)
57.28 NC: And I would like us for once to get politicians together…
(crosstalk)
57.30 AS: Yeah. I’ve got the agenda, Mr. Clegg. Mr. Cameron’s response.
57.34 DC: I just want to make this -- I think people at home watching will find it 
extraordinary, that Gordon Brown is really saying, you've got to go on wasting 
money, to keep the economy going. Why not cut the waste and stop the tax rise? It 
can't be in -- how is a seven percent pay rise for NHS managers essential for 
economic growth? (inaudible)
(crosstalk)
57.50 AS: I’m going to have to park it there…
(crosstalk)
57.53 GB: We made 35 billion of ((efficiency savings))
(crosstalk)
57.54 AS: No, I’m going to stop you because we had some of this in the previous 
question and I’ve still got more questions that I really want to take.
*
01.27.36 AS: Gentlemen, it will disappoint you and it’ll disappoint many people but we've 
come to the end, of our debating time. If I can just explain to you, while you mull 
over what you've heard already, what happens now is that each of them, will have 
one and a half minutes, to make their closing statement, the evening began with an 
opener. You've heard lots of cut-and-thrust about a number of issues, but now each 
of them has one and a half minutes, to attempt to, persuade you of their overall 
position. Mr Clegg, you first.
01.28.06 NC: Well, thanks for starters, for sticking with us for a full, er -- 90, for a full 90 
minutes. What I've tried to show you this evening is that there is an alternative, er -- 
to the two old parties. I know many of you think that, all politicians are just the 
same. I hope I’ve, tried to show you that, that just isn’t, true. Whether it’s on the 
questions from Alan on care, Jacqueline on, on, on crime, Helen on politics, Joel 
on, on schooling, Robert on the -- on the deficit, I believe we can answer all of 
those questions I believe we can rise to all of those challenges, if we say no to the 
old parties, and yes to something new, and something different, and that's what I 
offer and that's what the Liberal Democrats offer. So don't let them tell you, that the 
only choice is between two old parties, who’ve been playing pass the parcel with 
your government for 65 years now. Making the same promises, breaking the same 
promises. Making the same old mistakes, over, and over, again. ‘Cause I think, 
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despite all the challenges, all the problems we have, I think we can be really 
hopeful, about the future, I genuinely believe we can have a better, fairer country, if 
we do things differently. So give, real change, a chance. Trust, your instincts. 
Support, fairness. Choose something different. And that will give, you and your 
family a better, fairer, life. Thank you.
01.29.36 GB: You know it's been a great opportunity to exchange ideas, er -- this 
evening. I know we're not up against,  The X Factor or Britain's Got Talent and I 
hope people have been able to stay with us, in the exchange that we've had about 
the future policies of this country. I was really struck with a number of questions but 
particularly the one from Robert about the future of his er, healthcare, trust and 
about the jobs that may be at risk. And I've gotta come to this central problem that 
we've got at the moment. We have gotta make a decision now, about how we 
secure the recovery, this year. We've gotta make a decision about whether we put 
funds into the economy, or take funds out of the economy. Now, I'm very clear, we 
mustn't make the mistakes of the 1930s or the 1980s, when unemployment rose for 
five years after the official end of the recession. So we've gotta make sure the 
money is in the economy this year, so that the recovery, is secure. And then we've 
gotta make sure that as we cut the deficit, we are fair to our National Health 
Service, our policing, and fair, to our schools. And that's why the National Insurance 
rise is necessary, to protect our health service, our schools and our police. I think it 
was very interesting when David Cameron was asked he couldn't give a guarantee 
that we are giving, about the funding on schools, he couldn't give a guarantee 
about the funding on policing. And when it came to the National Health Service, he 
couldn't give, the same personal guarantees that we're giving, about cancer 
specialist care, about seeing a GP at the evenings and weekends, now these are 
problems he's got to address in the future. I look forward, to the next debate, so we 
can get all the issues raised, aired about the future of our country.
01.31.10 AS: David Cameron.
01.31.11 DC: Well I think it has been a great opportunity to have this debate. And I think 
one of the things, I've heard during this debate. Is just repeated attempts, to try and 
frighten you about a Conservative government. And I would say, choose hope, over 
fear. Because we have incredibly exciting and optimistic plans, for the future of our 
country. A great vision where we build, a bigger society, where we get our economy 
moving, where we stop Labour's jobs tax which could destroy, that economy. I think 
it's been shown tonight, the idea you have to go on wasting, money to secure the 
recovery is simply, wrong. You heard a lot about policy tonight. But I think as 
important as policy, is your values. Let me tell you mine. If you work hard, I’ll be 
behind you. If you wanna raise a family, I will support you. If you're old and you co 
-- become ill, we will always be there for you. This is an amazing country. We've 
done incredible things. I think we can go on and do even more, incredible things, 
but we need two things. A government with the right values, and also an 
understanding, that we're all in this together, and real change comes when we 
come together and work together. That's the sort of change and that’s the sort of 
leadership, that I would bring to our great country.
01.32.29 AS: Gentlemen, thank you very much indeed for your contributions to this, our 
first debate. 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00.47 David Dimbleby: Good evening and welcome to the Great Hall of the University of 
Birmingham for the third and final prime ministerial debate of this election. Three 
men,each of whom wants to be our next Prime Minister. The leader of the 
Conservative Party, David Cameron, the leader of the Liberal Democrats, Nick 
Clegg, and the leader of the Labour Party, Gordon Brown. Tonight—tonight a large 
part of the debate will be on the state of the country's economy, the recession, the 
national debt, unemployment, the issues that many people believe will decide this 
election. Our audience here is representative of this area. We've also selected 
some questioners from thousands of e-mails we received at the BBC News 
website. The leaders, of course, haven't been told the questions. In any case, we 
start with brief opening remarks from each of them. First, David Cameron. 
01.46 David Cameron: Good evening. Our economy is stuck in a rut, and we need 
change to get it moving. Let me tell you what I would do. First, we've got to reward 
work and tackle welfare dependency. Second, we've gotta fix our banks. Tax them 
to get our money back, regulate them properly and get them lending again. Third, 
we've got to start making things again in this country. It’s no policy to just borrow 
from the Chinese and buy goods made in China. Fourth, we’ve actually got to get 
value for money in our public services. I want good bu -- public services for 
everyone, and we can only do that if we save and stop the waste. Let me tell you 
one thing I wouldn't do: with Greece so much in the news, I can guarantee you that 
I would never join the euro, and I'd keep the pound as our currency. That's the 
change we need. And if you vote Conservative next Thursday, we can start to get 
to work on Friday.
02.44 DD: Thank you, Mr Cameron. Nick Clegg.
02.47 Nick Clegg: Tonight's debate is about you. About your job, the taxes you pay, your 
family, about the prosperity of our economy. We need to do things differently to 
build uh -- a new, stronger and fairer economy. The way they got us into this mess 
is not the way out. So we need to be frank about the cuts that will be needed, so 
we can protect things like schools and hospitals. We’ll need to break up our 
banking system so that irresponsible bankers can never again put your savings 
and your businesses at risk. We have to rediscover our passion for innovation, for 
building things, not just placing bets on the money markets, and we need fair 
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taxes, so that you don't pay any income tax on your first 10,000 pounds. Of course, 
they'll tell you tonight that these things can't be done. I think we've got to do things 
differently, to deliver the fairness, the prosperity, and the jobs that you and your 
families deserve.
03.47 DD: Thank you, Mr. Clegg. Gordon Brown.
03.49 Gordon Brown: There's a lot to this job, and as you saw yesterday, I don't get all of 
it right, but I do know how to run the economy—in good times and in bad. When 
the banks collapsed, I took immediate action to stop crisis becoming calamity, and 
to stop a recession becoming a depression. And as a result of that, Britain is now 
on the road to recovery. But as we meet tonight, economies in Europe are in peril, 
and there is a risk of dragging us into recession. So I'm determined that nothing will 
happen in Britain that will put us back in that position, and I want to set out my 
plan, and why this year is so important. Support the economy now, and you will 
ensure that there are jobs and a recovery, and ensure that we can have the 
resources for deficit reduction. Shrink the economy now, as the Conservatives are 
going to do, and they risk your jobs, living standards and tax credits. So it's not my 
future that matters, it's your future that's on the ballot paper next Thursday. And I'm 
the one to fight for your future.
04.52 DD: Mr Brown, thank you. Now we take our first question of the night. It comes 
from Nadim Afsal, please. 
05.01 Nadim Afsal: We all know there's going to be spending cuts after the general 
election, no matter who wins. Why can't you be honest and tell us?
05.09 DD: Nick Clegg.
05.12 NC: We have set out in our -- in our manifesto, you can look at it in the back pages, 
we've set out numbers -- you know, right there, specifying the savings that we do 
think should be made. We’ve set out in much greater detail than any other party, 15 
billion pounds worth of savings which are a kind of upfront down payment to deal 
with this huge, er, black hole we have in our public finances. What are we talking 
about, things like scrapping the new generation of biometric passports, public 
sector pay restraint, saying that the top 20 percent of recipients of tax credits 
shouldn't receive those tax credits so they can be targeted elsewhere. I'm saying 
no to things like, umm, the multi-billion pound Eurofighter Typhoon project, er -- a, 
a defence project. Those are the kind of big decisions you need to take. What you 
can't do, and this is where I really disagree with David Cameron and Gordon 
Brown, is try and fool you into thinking that just efficiency savings are enough, you 
can't fill a black hole by just a few savings on pot plants and paper clips in 
Whitehall.
06.10 DD: Gordon Brown.
06.12 GB: Er -- ((well)) we’ve set out a four-year deficit reduction plan and that starts from 
2011. It's designed to have tax rises that are fair, spending cuts that are equitable, 
and at the same time growth in the economy that is essential for recovery. And our 
four-year deficit reduction plans includes [sic] a rise in the top rate of tax above a 
100,000, taking away pension tax reliefs for those above a 100,000 at the higher 
rate and a National Insurance rise. But it also includes spending cuts in key areas. 
Er -- but we have one principle that we’re adopting and it's clear. We’re not gonna 
allow the front line National Health Service, or schools, or policing to be cut. We will 
find the cuts in other areas as we've set out, including in public sector pay and 
pensions, and including the restructuring of government. But I do say one thing that 
is absolutely crucial. Don’t believe that we can fail to support the economy this 
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year. If we fail to support the economy this year, then we risk a double-dip 
recession, and that's really the problem with ((the)) Conservative policy.
07.13 DD: David Cameron.
07.14 DC: Well, Nadim, you're quite right, there are gonna have to be cuts, and we need 
to be frank about this, and we were the first to say that cuts would have to be 
made. But I really want to explain to people. That if I'm your Prime Minister I will do 
everything I can to protect the front line services. I want to see the police officers 
on the beat, the money go into our children's state schools, the money on the ward 
in the hospital, that's absolutely essential. Now, we do have to say some of the 
difficult things we're going to do, and we have done that. We are not just relying on 
waste. We've said, for instance, there will have to be a public sector pay freeze for 
one year from 2011. That's not popular, but it is the right thing to do. We've said 
that people are going to have to retire a year later, starting in 2016. These are 
difficult decisions, but I believe, also, we've got to get our economy growing. We've 
got to get it moving. And that's why we say, start now with efficiency savings to stop 
the jobs tax next year. Let's get employing people again in Britain, let's get the 
economy moving to help us with the deficit.
08.17 DD: Thank you very much, well those are the opening statements. Let me just 
repeat the question: we all know there are going to be spending cuts after the 
general election, no matter who wins. Why can't you be honest and tell us? And I 
assume it means tell us about all the cuts you might make. Er -- Nick Clegg, you 
have a chance to respond to what the others said. 
08.33 NC: Well, I think -- one thing I would like to add is this. Nadim, you're right in 
implying none of the political parties have -- have spelt out all the details. Some of 
them are simply not possible to spell out now but clearly more work will need to be 
done. We've gone further than others but clearly more will need to be done. But 
something which I think would make a huge difference to us all, as we deal with 
these very difficult decisions about how to balance the books, is for once to get the 
politicians actually working together on this, and I’ve suggested—I don't know 
whether David Cameron and Gordon Brown want to take up my invitation—is that, 
regardless of the outcome of the general election next week, wouldn't it be a good 
thing to get the Chancellor, and the vice-chancellors of all the parties together, with 
the governor of the Bank of England, with the head of the Financial Services 
Authority, simply to -- sort of, be open and be straight with you about how big this 
black hole is and roughly how long it's going to take to deal with it, so that we're all 
at least speaking from -- you know, the same script about how big this problem is. I 
think politicians for once putting -- the country before themselves would be a very 
good thing on this issue.
09.35 DD: Gordon Brown?
09.36 GB: Let's be clear. From 2011, there will be cuts in spending in departments other 
than NHS, other than schools, and other than policing. But we will make the 
commitment to maintain these front line services, and build on the improvements 
that we've made. Once you've built a school and a hospital as we've done in the 
last few years, you don't need to build it again, so we can have cuts in capital 
investment. Public sector pay will not rise as it did in previous years and public 
sector pensions are being reformed. But I have to say one thing that is absolutely 
crucial to the time we're in at the moment in this uncertain and dangerous world. 
David is proposing that there be cuts in public spending now—six billion—and that 
will shrink the economy at a time when we need to support the economy. We 
cannot afford to lose jobs and businesses and lose growth now. We must maintain 
the recovery and support it, and please let us not make the mistake of the 1930s 
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and the 1980s and the 1990s, and let us support the economy until the recovery is 
assured.
10.38 DD: Your response, David Cameron?
10.39 DC: Well let me respond to this point about the six billion pounds as directly as I 
possibly can. Six billion pounds, saving this year, so we stop the jobs tax next year. 
That means saving one out of every 100 that the government spends. That is the 
glossy leaflet that comes through your door from the local council. That's one in 
100 pounds. It's the fact that managers in the NHS got a seven percent pay rise 
this year—that’s the one in a hundred pounds. We have the leaders of Britain's 
biggest and most successful businesses, Marks and Spencer's, Sainsbury's, 
Mothercare, Corus, the steelmakers, all saying that the risk to the recovery is not 
cutting waste. The risk to the recovery is putting up National Insurance on every job 
in the country, which is what Labour propose. So we say, roll up your sleeves now, 
let's save the waste where we can to stop the taxes. It's the right thing to do, and it 
will help get our economy moving.
11.34 DD: Can we explore some of these ideas? Gordon Brown. 
11.36 GB: Er, er -- David’s got it wrong. We're making 15 billion of efficiency savings now. 
He wants these savings on top of that without putting the money back into the 
economy. Look—you go to America, look at France, look at Germany, look at the 
other countries. They're saying, as all the international institutions are saying, don't 
withdraw the support from the recovery until the recovery is assured. What David 
would do in an emergency budget in a few weeks' time is, for ideological reasons, 
take six billion pounds out of the economy and put our recovery at risk. The time to 
do the deficit reduction is when the recovery is assured, and David, you've just got 
it wrong economically, and it's the same mistake the Conservatives made, the 
same old Conservative Party of the 1930s, the 1980s, and the 1990s.
12.21 DD: David Cameron?
12.22 DC: It is every business leader, every leading business leader is saying that we've 
got it right, and the government going on wasting money is wrong. But let me tell 
you where I think we should start, we should start with welfare. Under this 
government, there are now five million people on out-of-work related benefits. 
There are people who could work who we'd train and offer work. We should say in 
our country, if you don't accept work, you can't go on claiming benefits. That's 
something Labour have left us with, this terrible mess. And the Liberal Democrats 
have almost nothing to say about welfare, so as we try to get public spending 
under control, let's start with people who can work, who are offered work, but who 
don't take it.
13.00 DD: Nick Clegg.
(crosstalk)
13.01 NC: Can I, can I, can I -- sorry -- can I just try and move beyond the political point-
scoring, I mean -- look, we're not, as a nation, going to be able to balance the 
books, we're not going to be able to fill the black hole in our public finances unless 
we also do it with fairness right at the heart of everything we do. People aren't 
gonna accept these difficult decisions unless we do it fairly, that’s what I think, 
accompanying the difficult job of actually filling the -- the structural deficit, we also 
need to introduce a big tax switch so that people on ordinary incomes, low 
incomes, get a tax break—700 back in their pockets—so they don't pay any 
income tax on the first 10,000 pounds they’ve earned, by -- by closing the 
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loopholes at the top and using the money so that people feel that whilst difficult 
decisions are being made, at least the tax system is on their -- on their side. If you 
don’t have fairness at the heart of everything we do, it's gonna be very, very difficult 
to see us through these difficult decisions in the years to come. 
(crosstalk)
13.51 DD: Mr Brown, do you want to pick that up?
13.52 GB: David and Nick are not addressing the question we face now. If you shrink the 
economy now, if you contract it, if you make the mistake of the 1930s, you lose 
jobs, you lose growth, you lose businesses. We've got to support the recovery until 
it's fully established. And then my deficit reduction plan, which is a four-year plan, 
comes into place. But take money out of the economy now, David, for ideological 
reasons, and you put the recovery at risk. And I do fear an emergency Tory budget 
in a few weeks' time, putting the very work we've done to secure the recovery in 
jeopardy, and no other country in the world is prepared to do that now.
14.28 DD: David Cameron, what do you say to that?  
14.30 DC: What Labour seem to confuse is they confuse the economy with the 
government. What we're saying is, save government waste to put money back in 
people's pockets. That's what -- if you think about this, saving one out of every 100 
pounds, that is something every small business, every large business, many 
families have had to do in this country, and government should do the same. 
Gordon's argument in a way, is let me go on wasting your money, so I can put up 
your taxes next year, and it's taxes on people earning 20,000 pounds, 21,000 
pounds. These are not rich people. They shouldn't be paying for the mistakes of 
the bankers and for the dreadful record of Gordon's government.
15.05 NC: Can I -- I mean I think, I think, I think one of the problems…
(crosstalk)
 15.06 GB: But David, you’re not talking about the economy now.
(crosstalk)
15.09 NC: Surely one of the problems here we’ve got -- Gordon Brown talks about a plan 
in the future, but has no details on it. David Cameron talks about doing something 
now, but ((he’s)) also has got no details on it. Surely what we could do for once is 
get the Chancellors and Vice-Chancellors of all the parties together. I've suggested 
we call it the Council for Financial Stability, so that at least—you’re right—the point 
of the question is that politicians are finally upfront with you and straight with you 
about how bad this problem is, and how long it’s gonna take for us as a country, 
together, to deal with it.
15.37 DD: Well we’ve, we’ve -- we have a number of questions to come on the economy, 
so let's move on to a second question. It's from Adina Wright, please. 
15.46 Adina Wright: Over the past few years the taxman has taken more and more from 
the average worker's payslip. If you were elected, what would you do about taxes?
15.56 DD: “Over the past few years the taxman is taking more and more from the 
average worker's payslip. If you were elected, what would you do about taxes?” 
Gordon Brown.
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16.06 GB: Well I accept it's been tough in these last two years with the recession, but 
what we've tried to do, when people are in difficulty, is provide tax credits. And a 
half million people have got tax credits when they've been on short time and are 
trying to get through this recession. We've brought down the basic rate of tax from 
23 pence when we came in to 20 pence. At the same time, we've raised the top 
rate of tax above a 150,000 pounds to 50 pence so that that's fair to ordinary, hard-
working families. Now I believe in fairness, but one thing I don't believe in is the 
Conservative policy which would cut child tax credits, but at the same time give an 
inheritance tac [sic] cut to the 3,000 richest people in the country of 200,000 
pounds. Now that's not fairness, that's the same old Conservative Party, tax cuts 
for the very rich, and cutting the child tax credits of the very poor. It’s simply not fair.
17.00 DD: David Cameron.
17.01 DC: Well the tax -- you’re absolutely right, the taxpayer has been having to pay 
more and more and more as the Government has spent more and more, and has 
been so careless at trying to stop wasting money. We see waste all around us, and 
the Government's done so little about it. Now obviously, with the terrible situation 
we have in our public finances, with the mess left by Gordon and Labour, where 
out of every four pounds the Government spends, one is borrowed, it's not possible 
to make great big tax giveaway promises. Even if it'd be a lovely thing to do, you 
can't do it. But what we've said is let's try and stop the one tax that will hit the 
lowest-paid people, and that's the national insurance tax I was referring to earlier. 
We can't stop all of the other taxes, the top rate of tax, the extra tax on the pension. 
I mean, Labour have put up tax something like 178 times. But we are going to stop 
that one tax that will hit the lowest paid the hardest. And let me say this about tax 
credits. They will stay under a Conservative Government, and Gordon Brown has 
to stop misleading families in this country, like he's been misleading older people, 
and cancer patients as well.
18.06 DD: You'll have a chance to answer that in a moment. Nick Clegg?
18.09 NC: Umm -- was it Adina? Sorry, in this echoey hall, I couldn't hear your --  yes, 
Adina, I think you're absolutely right. Our tax system is grotesquely und -- unfair. 
After 13 years of Labour, who would have believed it that you would have now a 
tax system where a multimillionaire from the City of London pays a lower rate of tax 
on their capital gains, that's income to you or me, than their cleaner does on their 
wages. After 13 years of Labour, we have the bottom 20 percent of -- of people in 
this -- in this country who pay more in tax as a proportion of their income than the 
top 20 percent. I think we need to change that. David Cameron says you can't 
afford tax giveaways. No, you can’t. What you can do is switch the tax system, 
make it fair. Make sure that those huge loopholes that only people right at the top—
very wealthy people who can afford a football team of lawyers and accountants to 
get out of paying tax—close those loopholes, give the money back to people so 
that they pay no income tax on the first 10,000 pounds that you earn. That's 700 
back in the pocket of the vast majority of you in this country.
19.07  DD: Just before we go on, let me just repeat the question. “Over the past few 
years, the taxman's taken more and more from the average worker's payslip. If you 
were elected, what would you do about taxes?” And Gordon Brown, what would 
you say in reply to David Cameron’s…
19.19 GB: That no…
(crosstalk)
19.20 DD: …attack on you? 
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19.21 GB: That nobody earning below 20,000 will pay the national insurance rise. The 
reason for the national insurance rise is to ensure our health services, our police 
and our education, and David cannot guarantee funding for police and education 
that will match what we are doing. But that's the reason for the national insurance 
rise. But nobody below 20,000 will pay it. Six million people in this country receive 
tax credits, and the Conservatives and Liberals have a plan to reduce tax credits 
for middle-class families. And I come back to this central question about fairness in 
the tax system. If David wants fairness in the tax system, why does he support this 
inheritance tax cut for only 3,000 families, worth 200,000 pounds each? The 
biggest beneficiary of the Conservative manifesto is, as always, the richest estates 
in the country, and not the ordinary, hard-working people of this country. And if the 
Liberals want to cut child tax credits with the Conservatives, then I will -- I can say 
one thing -- I will never form an alliance with a Conservative government that cuts 
child tax credits.
20.22 DD: David Cameron.
20.23 DC: Well, what you're hearing is very desperate stuff from someone who's in a 
desperate state. But you have heard from Labour and Gordon Brown that if you 
earn 20,000 pounds or over, you’re considered rich. You're considered a target for 
the Labour government to go on wasting money this year and to hit you with taxes 
next year. Now let me answer this question directly about inheritance tax. I believe 
in this country, that if you work hard and you save money and you put aside money 
and you try to pay down your mortgage, on a family home, you shouldn’t have to 
sell that or give it to the tax man when you die. You should be able to pass it on to 
your children. It's the most natural human instinct of all. And I'm afraid these other 
two parties simply don't understand that. Inheritance tax should only be paid by the 
richest, by the millionaires, it shouldn't pa -- be paid by people who've worked hard 
and done the right thing in their lives. It's not our top priority, our top priority is 
helping those on the 20,000 pounds that are going to be hit by Gordon's other tax. 
But should we try to encourage people to work hard and save? I say, yes we 
should.
21.23 DD: Nick Clegg.
21.25 NC: I have to say, David Cameron's the most creative justification I've ever heard 
for giving tax breaks to double millionaires. But, anyway, there you go. Look, um -- I 
think Adina's point is that taxes are unfair on millions of people on ordinary 
incomes, not the double millionaires that David Cameron wants to help, on millions 
of ordinary people that are simply struggling to pay the fuel bills, to pay the petrol 
prices, to pay the weekly shopping bills. And what I -- I'm totally with you on this, 
Adina—I think it's just wrong, let's say you are a, I don’t know, a teaching assistant 
on 10,000 pounds a year. At the moment, you will pay, let’s say you work, I don’t 
know, maybe three days a week. You will pay about 1,000 pounds of that in tax and 
national insurance. Under our plan, by lis -- lifting the income tax threshold to 
10,000 pounds, you won't pay any income tax on that first 10,000 pounds. I believe 
that if people work hard, if they -- particularly if they want to get off benefits and 
start working, even if it's just part-time, we should help them keep more of their 
money. It is as simple as that, that is the fair thing to do.
22.26 GB: (inaudible) tax means we have tax credits and six million people benefit from 
that. As far as the teaching assistant who's earning a very low income is 
concerned, there is the working tax credit that is available to them. But I come back 
to the central question about fairness that has been raised by our questioner. How 
can David possibly justify an inheritance tax cut for millionaires at a time when he 
wants to cut child tax credits? Let's be honest. The inheritance tax threshold for 
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couples is 650,000 pounds, if your house is worth less than that you pay no 
inheritance tax. What David is doing is giving 3,000 people, who are the richest 
people in the country, he's going to give them 200,000 pounds each a year. Now 
that is simply unfair, when he also wants, like Nick, to cut the child tax credits from 
ordinary families in this country. I've gotta speak out about this because it's simply 
unfair and immoral for the Conservatives to put this as their election manifesto.
23.20 DD: David Cameron.
23.21 DC: Uh, well -- you’re quite entitled to speak out, but the Prime Minister ought to 
get his facts right, and as so often, he gets his facts wrong. We all remember when 
he told us the defence budget went up every year, when in fact it didn't. It didn't go 
up every year when he was sending troops to war. On this issue of tax credits, we 
are saying, we like tax credits, we will keep tax credits. But for families earning over 
50,000 pounds, we think we can't afford the child tax credit. That's one of the 
savings that we're being upfront and frank about. But for Gordon Brown to say that 
actually the changes we're making would hit low income families is simply not true. 
And as I say, last week in these debates he tried to frighten people, saying the 
Conservatives would take away benefits, when we will keep the winter fuel 
allowance, we will keep the winter…
(crosstalk)
24.07 DC: …the cold winter payments. 
(crosstalk)
24.09 DC: He’s trying again to frighten people…
(crosstalk)
24.10 DD: Nick Clegg.
24.11 DC: …and actually he should be ashamed of what he's doing.
(crosstalk)
24.13 DD: Nick Clegg. 
24.14 NC: Here they go again. Look, uh -- tax credits, which, I think, Gordon Brown has 
rightly raised, because tax credits are really really important. I mean -- I think it's 
just, I just don't think it makes sense, really, at a time when money is tight, that 
someone, someone even on m -- you know, on my salary, which is a really good 
MP salary, could be entitled to, to the family component of tax credits. I don't think 
it's right to have tax credits going so far up the income scale. Why don't we say, not 
for the twen -- top 20 percent of recipients? You can then target tax credits for 
people who need it. And the other thing I would say about tax credits is this, I've 
now had enough people in tears in my constituency office where I'm an MP in 
Sheffield, because they've been given money one moment, they've spent that 
money on their children, on the heating bills, and then suddenly they get a letter, 
out of the blue, from the Government, saying, you've got to pay the money back. 
That is so unfair on particularly single parents and single mothers, for whom the tax 
credits are…
25.07 DD: Okay.
25.08 NC: …an absolute lifeline. 
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(crosstalk)
25.09 NC: That’s why I think tax credits should be given in six-month blocks.
(crosstalk)
25.12 DD: Mr Brown. Can I just ask you to clarify something? You said a little bit, err -- 
back, that both the Liberal Democrats and Conservatives wanted to abolish certain 
tax credits and you -- and you couldn't support a Conservative Party that wanted to 
do that, what about the Liberal Democrats?
25.28 GB: The Liberal party want to cut child tax credits as well. We're talking about tax 
credits paid to children, we have fought hard for a long time to make sure that we 
can give children and families decent incomes. The Liberals will cut the child tax 
credits and so will the Conservatives. The Conservatives want to save 400 million, 
the Liberals 1.2 billion. The In -- the Institute of Fiscal Studies said that Davis’s -- 
David’s proposals, and what he said, were “misleading, incomplete and 
regressive". And I -- I come back to this question, why cut children's tax credits for 
middle-class families, when you want to give a big inheritance tax cut to the richest 
estates in the country who do not need that money at the moment?
26.05 DD: David Cameron.
26.06 DC: People can remember the record of 13 years, they remember who it was who 
abolished the 10p tax that hit some of the poorest people in the country the 
hardest. They remember the measly 75p increase on pensioners that Gordon 
Brown was responsible for. And let me say this, the whole reason we're having this 
debate about how difficult it is to get taxes down, how difficult it's going to be to cut 
spending, is because this Prime Minister and this government have left our 
economy in such a complete mess with a budget deficit that, this year, is forecast 
to be bigger than that of Greece. 
26.39 DD: Alright.
26.40 DC: And that’s why we're having to have this debate. Let's not forget whose 
responsibility it is.
(crosstalk)
26.44 DD: Nick Clegg, very briefly, if you would, and we must move on (inaudible)
(crosstalk)
26.46 NC: I just feel an enormous amount of sympathy for Adina who must be completely 
lost by all this political point scoring. The fact is, Adina, you are right, taxes are 
unfair, we have a plan, we think it's a great plan, to -- to switch taxes so that you 
get more money back in your pocket. That's what I think we need to do to make 
taxes fair.
27.01 DD: All right, let's go on to another question. Thank you, Mr Clegg. This one is from 
Ian Grey, please. Ian Grey.
27.07 Ian Grey: It is clearly grossly unfair for tax-payers to have funded the banks, yet for 
bankers to award themselves huge bonuses, whilst ordinary people are worse off 
and many have lost their jobs. How will each party bring its version of fairness to 
this very unfair situation?
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27.26 DD: David Cameron.
27.27 DC: Well, Ian is absolutely right. It is completely unacceptable what has happened, 
and we need to grip it very, very hard to sort this out for the future. The first thing 
we need to do is actually regulate these banks properly. We would put back to the 
Bank of England the power to regulate the banks, including having a big say over 
the appalling bonuses that have been paid. The next thing we need is a bank levy. 
And we say don't wait for the rest of the world, put that levy on now, to start getting 
back the money from the banks that so many people have had to put in. We also 
want to see the banks lending again, particularly to small businesses, and so we 
need to make that happen. And something else we need to do is this: retail banks, 
banks that you and I put our deposits into, they should not be behaving like 
casinos, taking wild bets. So we agree with President Obama's plan, which is 
actually to say those banks shouldn't be able to take part in the most risky 
activities. That, I think, would start to get this under control, and make sure the 
banks serve the economy and serve the people, rather than the people and the 
economy serving the banks.
28.30 DD: Mr Clegg.
28.31 NC: Well, Ian, specifically on bonuses, I would say we need to do the following. 
Firstly, it sounds draconian, but I think it's now necessary, we should say no 
bonuses whatsoever to the directors of banks at board level. Why do I say that? 
Because I don't want people who are actually running those businesses, which 
they should be running for the long-term interests of the business and, indeed, for 
their clients, to be -- to be kind of susceptible to the temptations of, of the bonus 
incentive. By all means, pay them lots of money, give them a, you know, fancy 
membership of a golf club, but don't give them these bonuses. Then I would say 
absolutely no cash bonuses at all above 2,500 pounds. And finally, I don't think a 
banks [sic] which are making losses should be handing out multibillion pound 
bonuses at all, full stop. So no bank -- no bonuses in banks who make a loss. No 
bonuses for people at director level, and no cash bonuses above 2,500 pounds. 
That’s specific, it's tough, but it'll finally root out this outrageous abuse of bankers' 
bonuses.
29.31 DD: Mr Brown.
29.32 GB: Uh, er -- David, I -- I had to nationalise Northern Rock, and -- and we had also 
to take over the Royal Bank of Scotland, and Halifax, Lloyd's TSB, and the reason 
we did so was to save the savings and deposits of families throughout the country, 
if we hadn't done that then the banks would have collapsed. But now we've got to 
restructure the banks in a way that is in the public interest. I have never been so 
angry as when I talked to the chairman of a bank, who told me the night before his 
bank collapsed that all he had was a cashflow problem when I knew it was a 
structural failing that was absolutely fundamental, and the banks needed 
recapitalized [sic] immediately. Now what we've got to do is recapitalize the banks 
so that they are safe for people. What we've then got to do is make sure, as we're 
doing, that remuneration is fair. We do need a worldwide agreement to get a global 
financial levy that is charged in every country so we're not undercut by other 
countries and there's a race to the bottom. But I would say to those bankers, we 
will never allow them to act in an irresponsible and unfair way again.
30.35 DD: David Cameron.
30.36 DC: Well, what I would say to what, umm -- the Prime Minister's just said is that if 
you look at the Labour record over the last 13 years, they did very much hitch the 
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whole fortunes of the economy to the City of London. And we got into a situation 
where we ended up with the whole economy having to serve the banks rather than 
the other way around. I assume the banker that we've just been told about was 
probably, uh, Fred Goodwin, so-called "Fred the Shred". It was actually this 
Government that gave this man a Knighthood for services to banking. He not only 
broke his own bank, he very nearly brought down the whole economy. So there are 
big, big lessons to learn, and I think the most important is that we put the Bank of 
England back in charge of regulating the banks, and give them the specific duty, of 
calling time on debt in the economy. Things got completely out of control, the banks 
were regulated, but badly, and by the wrong organisation. And the one party that 
wants to scrap the current system and put the Bank of England back in charge and 
change things is the Conservatives.
31.37 DD: Mr Clegg.
31.38 NC: Well -- David Cameron – has been talking, you know, about parties being too 
close to the city. The blunt truth is that both Conservative and Labour Governments 
now for ages have been far too close to the City, basically preferring the interests 
of the one square mile of the City of London, rather than the 100,000 square miles 
of the whole of the United Kingdom. And what I think we now need to do is look 
fundamentally, at what went wrong in the way in which banks were working. And 
my view is this, err -- that it -- as long as you have banks which mix up high -- sort 
of, high-risk, free-wheeling casino investment banking on the one hand, and the 
sort of -- conservative, sober retail high street banking which we all depend on, 
then you're asking for trouble. That's why, as the Governor of the Bank of England 
says this as well, many people are increasingly saying, we should split up the 
banks between investment banking on the one hand and high street banking on -- 
on another, in order to ensure we that never, ever, ever again have the banks hold 
a gun to the head of the rest of the British economy. And still, still we haven't done 
enough to protect ourselves of that risk in the future.
32.40 DD: Mr Brown, do you want to respond?
32.41 GB: We have taxed the banks on bonuses with a two billion tax that came through 
in the pre-budget report. We are ensuring that every penny that has been given to 
the banks comes back. And that is why we're taking the action that is necessary to 
recoup the money from the banks. I want a global financial levy, that America -- that 
I've been talking to President Obama about, and France and Germany are at least 
part of, because I don't want a race to the bottom and banks moving out of this 
country. Northern Rock failed but it was a small bank. HSBC is successful and it's a 
big bank. It's not the size of the banks. It's the way that some of them were being 
run. And, look, I tell you, the answer, David, is not to do what you say in your 
manifesto. You are planning to cut corporation tax for banks in your manifesto. 
You're gonna take money from investment allowances from manufacturing 
industries, in this region, and give a corporation tax cut to the banks. Now that, 
again, I'm afraid is the same old Tory party.
33.35 DD: Let's explore these arguments a bit. David Cameron.
33.37 DC: Well let me, make one, important point, which is having learned the lesson of 
having to bail out the banks, I think the next lesson we must learn is we must not 
put ourselves in the position of having to bail out other European economies. And 
people need to know that the Liberal Democrats in their manifesto are still in favour 
of joining the Euro. As late as last year, Nick Clegg was saying the Euro would be 
an anchor for our economy. If we were in the Euro now, your taxes, your National 
Insurance would not be going on hospitals and schools and police officers, it would 
be going to Greece and possibly other countries as well. That's why I say one of 
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the lessons to learn is let's stay out of the Euro, let's keep our own currency and 
let’s  recognise what a massive strategic error the Liberal Democrats would have 
made.
34.19 DD: Nick Clegg.
34.20 NC: This is really getting desperate. No, I'm not advocating entry into the Euro, I'd 
only ever advocate it, by the way, if ever, if the ecodomi -- economic conditions 
were right, if it was good for your jobs, good for pensions, good for savings, and, of 
course, it always has to be only decided, if we ever [sic] to do that as a country, on 
a referendum where you can vote on it. But can I just go back to the issue of the, 
the -- you know -- which was at hand which was the banks. Umm, Gordon Brown 
talks about waiting for the rest of the co -- the world to catch up and impose a levy. 
I think we need to impose a 10 percent tax, a 10 percent levy on the profits of the 
banks now, and I'll tell you why. Because under our tax system in this country, the 
banks can offset the tax they're supposed to bay -- supposed to pay, against the 
losses they’ve already made. That means that, for some banks, they're basically 
not paying any tax at all, even though we bailed them out, and the only tax they 
would pay would be this 10 percent levy that we say should be on their profits. 
That's the way forward. If we wait for the rest world to catch up, we will never, ever 
get round to doing this at all.
35.14 DD: Mr Brown.
35.15 GB: We, we -- we are taking the money back from the banks and we'll insist on 
doing so. We own the shares of most of the two big banks and the shares, as they 
rise in value, we will recoup that value for the country. So we've done a business 
for the country which is to nationalize, but then to get the profit when we sell on the 
shares at a future date. We will continue to fight for a global levy and it will happen 
this year, but it will happen in a way that banks don't leave our country, but banks 
stay in our country. And I come back to the question that I ask David again: he 
didn't answer the question on inheritance tax. Corporation tax he's gonna cut by 
three pence for the banks. Now why is he cutting corporation tax for the banks 
when he says that he wants to make sure that banks pay their share? To cut it by 
three pence is money taken from manufacturing industry, again, it's the same old 
Conservative Party.
36.04 DD: Briefly, if you would, Mr Cameron.
36.05 DC: We want a bank levy to get the money off the banks that all of us have had to 
put into the banks. But do I want to cut taxes on all businesses, particularly small 
businesses to get the economy moving? You're damned right I do. We've gotta get 
this economy moving, otherwise we're not going to get the jobs, we're not going to 
get the, investment and the wealth that we need. And the Prime Minister's got to 
face up to the fact that, right now, it's not working. Small businesses come to my 
surgery and say, "I've never gone over my overdraft limit, I've never broken my 
covenants, but I cannot get a loan." We've stuffed these banks full of money, 
they’re not lending. And we need some action from a government that's going to 
roll up its sleeves, stop trying to defend its hopeless record, and recognise we 
need change to get our economy moving.
36.47 DD: Thank you, Mr Cameron. Let, let’s -- let’s move on because we've got a lot 
more on the economy. And we've got a question from Jean Simpson, please. Jean 
Simpson.
36.57 Jean Simpson: Okay. This area used to be full of businesses that made things. So 
many of them have been shut down, sold off and gone abroad. I want to know how 
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you propose to rebuild the country's manufacturing industries. We can't just have 
offices and shops.
37.11 DD: “We can't just have offices and shops”. Nick Clegg?
37.15 NC: I strongly agree with you, Jean. And I’m—I’m an MP from a city, Sheffield, also 
very proud of its industrial heritage. I think the first thing we need to do, I would say, 
three things. The first thing is to get the banks lending. If you don't get the banks 
lending to manufacturing companies, it's like a body without blood circulating. 
Everything just sort of stops. I was at a small company in Warrington, err -- a few 
weeks ago, very, very good example, they -- they manufacture new 
environmentally, erm -- sustainable lighting fixtures. They've got lots of clients, lots 
of demand, they can't expand because the banks won't lend to them on reasonable 
rates. That is an outrage. The banks that we own lent less money last year than the 
year before, they should be lending more -- after all, it's your money that's gone to 
bail them out. But the second thing we need to do, is we need to invest in the kinds 
of things we need in the future anyway, affordable housing, green energy, 
renewable energy, public transport, the kind of things which create jobs for our 
young people, help manufacturing, and create the green infrastructure that I think 
we need, as a country, in any event.
38.15 DD: Gordon Brown.
38.16 GB: Err, I, I, I -- visited a manufacturer today who is involved in selling to the rest of 
the world, including to China and Asia, with the most advanced precision 
manufacturing. And I believe over the next few years, we can create 400,000 jobs 
in low-carbon industries. I believe we can create half a million jobs in the digital 
industries of the future. I believe biotechnology, and this region is very good at 
biotechnology as well as well as advanced manufacturing, can see 100,000 jobs, 
but we as a government are investing with these companies in the equipment that 
they need for the future. So I am optimistic about the future of the British economy, 
and optimistic about this region. What I would insist on, however, is that the banks 
do lend, and that's why we've appointed an arbitrator, where people are dissatisfied 
with what the banks decide, they can go to them and we will back them up. 
Secondly, we will continue to give investment allowances, which would be 
abolished by the Conservatives, and thirdly, we will maintain the regional 
development agencies, which again,  the Conservatives want to -- to remove. It's 
very important we back regional manufacturing in this great centre of 
manufacturing industry for our country.
39.22 DD: Alright, just a reminder of the question: “The area -- this area, the Birmingham 
area, used to be full of businesses that made things. So many of them have been 
shut down or sold off and gone abroad. I want to know how you propose to rebuild 
the country's manufacturing industries. We can't just have offices in shops.” David 
Cameron. 
39.40 DC: Well, I think Jean is just absolutely right. Here we are in Birmingham, this was, 
known as the city of a thousand trades. And yet, in the last 13 years, we've lost 
60,000 jobs in manufacturing. We've been losing manufacturing industry faster 
than the 1980s, it's been a complete tragedy. We've got to rebuild. How do we do 
that? Well let's start with investing in our science base and making sure great 
universities, like this, are producing the scientists and entrepreneurs of the future. 
Let's make sure we invest in apprenticeships. So much of the government's 
training budget is wasted. And we say, let's have an extra 200,000 apprenticeships, 
that would make a difference. But you can't ignore the basics of actually making it 
easier for businesses to employ people. And that's why I come back to this point, 
that if we keep putting up the cost of one person saying to another person, "Come 
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and work for me," we’re never going to get more employment. So it's science, it's 
technology, apprenticeships, raising the status of science teachers, making sure 
we reward entrepreneurship and, yes, having low taxes for businesses. That's part 
of getting them here and keeping them here.
40. 42 DD: How do you respond to the arguments of the other two, Nick Clegg?
40.46 NC: Well, I, I -- actually, as it happens, I agree -- I think we all must agree on, on 
the points about investing in new technologies, investing in our young people, I 
was at a college here in Birmingham today -- you know, young people developing 
vocational qualifications which we need for the -- the skills of the future. I think that 
-- you know, I think it’s a good thing that basically, all the parties agree on that. But 
I come back to this point that I made to Jean earlier. Unless you've got banks 
helping businesses, it is extremely difficult for them to expand their products, invest 
in their, in their factories, and actually invest in creating new jobs. Who would have 
thought, here in Birmingham of all places, that a bank that you own— RBS—
should have been involved in lending money—money that you've given to them in
—in -- in the bail-out, the taxpayer bail-out—should have used that money to fund 
or help fund Kraft, the American multinational's, takeover of Cadbury's, leading to 
job loss in Britain. When you lent that money to the banks, did you think that 
money would be used to put people out of work in Britain? No, and it was wrong.
41.46 DD: Gordon Brown.
41.47 GB: To boost manufacturing, we have trebled the number of apprenticeships from 
70,000 in 1997 to over 200,000 now. And we want to raise that number 
considerably over the next few years. At the same time, there are more students 
going to university than ever before in our history, and I'm pleased to say that the 
majority of students are now women. To help manufacturing, the regional 
development agencies have the power to support individual businesses, and 
there's more than 20,000 firms in this region receiving help with cashflow under our 
programme Time To Pay. But the problem is now, you can't take money out of the 
economy now, as David proposes, and hope that businesses can survive with 
orders. You've gotta keep the money in the economy. You can't take investment 
allowances away from businesses, as David proposes to do to pay for his 
corporation tax cut for banks, without manufacturing suffering. And you cannot 
help, the region, if you take away the Regional Development Agency that's doing 
so much good. So we've gotta face up to the fact that we've got to act now. We 
cannot take money out of the economy, and we've gotta support manufacturing 
and not withdraw the support, that David would do with his policies.
42.53 DD: David Cameron.
42.54 DC: Once again, I think there’s just this complete confusion between the 
government and the economy, and Gordon Brown doesn't seem to understand, 
that actually, to get the economy going, you've got to help businesses employ 
people. You've got to, cut their red tape, cut their regulation. Let me tell you one 
thing government could really do to help, government is an enormous purchaser of 
goods and services, and yet it hardly buys anything from small and medium-sized 
enterprises. So we say, government should give a quarter of its contracts to the 
small firms, the ones that are actually going to be the success stories of tomorrow. 
And let’s make it easier for firms, to register with the government, so they can buy 
services and sell services to the government. That would actually help to get them 
going, the great businesses of tomorrow. That's what we need to build.
43.39 DD: Shall we just briefly -- discuss these points that have been made? Nick Clegg 
first and then you, Mr Brown.
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43.44 NC: Well I just wanna come back to this point about how one, takes the right 
decisions to support the -- the new technologies, the new manufacturing industries 
of the future. I think, for instance, it's fairly obvious, if you look at the huge number 
of offshore wind turbines which are now being installed off the coast of Britain in all 
sorts of places, that we should be a world, leader, in manufacturing this new green 
technology. And yet, the only manufacturer of onshore err, err, uh -- wind turbines 
has recently closed, and the London Array project, which is one of the biggest 
offshore wind projects, off the coast of Kent, 90 percent of the stuff that’s being 
installed there was built in Denmark and Germany. Why are we not using small 
amounts of money, to invest in old dockyards and shipyards…
44.26 DD: Alright.
44.27 NC: …so that we manufacture the new green technology…
44.28 DD: Thank you, Mr Clegg.
 44.29 NC: …of the future as well?
44.30 GB: But, but -- but Nick, wind turbines and the development of the offshore wind 
industry is one of our priorities. And we're now the lo -- world’s leading offshore 
wind power, and there are four companies…
44.40 NC: Not a manufacturer. 
44.41 GB: …including Siemens…
44.42 NC: Not a manufacturer.
44.43 GB: …which announced that they’re going to invest in wind power in this country 
as a result of government incentives. And we're doing the same for digital, because 
we want 100 percent superfast broadband in this country that will serve every 
community, and including the rural areas. But you have to have some government 
finance, to persuade people it's necessary to go to 100 percent and not to 70 
percent. Biotechnology, we’re investing substantial sums in the leading cancer and 
research centre the -- for the whole of Europe that will be in Britain as a result of 
the investment we're making, but I come back to this point: if you cut investment 
allowances, David, if you cut the regional development agencies which are a 
symbol, of what the regions can do themselves, and if you do that to cut 
corporation tax for banks, you're putting manufacturing industry at risk and doing 
the opposite of what is needed now.
45.29 DD: Alright, thank you. David Cameron.
45.31 DC: You keep saying cutting corporation tax for banks. I want to cut corporation tax 
for small firms, for every firm, whatever they do, to try and help them keep more of 
their profits, to reinvest, to expand, to take people on. That's what a growing 
economy needs. Right now, we're stuck. And the Prime Minister talks about 
renewable energy, after 13 years of a Labour government, we've got one of the 
lowest shares of renewable energy of any country in Europe. They talk and talk, 
we’ve had nine energy ministers—I think two of them were the same person—had 
nine energy ministers, several energy strategists, but nothing ever happens. What 
we need is change from a government that understands business, that feels the 
beating heart of entrepreneurs within it, and gets things moving.
46.13 DD: Alright.
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46.14 GB: David, will you not answer the questions,why are you cutting investment 
allowances for manufacturing industry? Why are you also going to take away the 
regional development agencies and scrap their functions? What good does that do 
to the West Midlands, that wants investment in manufacturing and wants the 
regional development agency to work for them?
46.30 DD: Alright, but briefly, David Cameron.
46.32 DC: We are cutting taxes for businesses in our -- err, forthcoming budget if we win 
the election, and something else we'll do is say to every new business that starts 
up, the first ten people you take on, you shouldn't have to pla -- pay national 
insurance contributions. That's the sort of thing to get the economy moving. 
Instead, what we have with the current government, is these vast regional 
bureaucracies paying themselves huge sums of money and not actually helping 
the businesses…
(crosstalk)
46.55 DD: Alright.
(crosstalk)
46.56 DC: …that really want to get our economy moving.
*
01.00.16 DD: We must move on to another question. I'd like to have one from Anna 
Haywood, please. Anna Haywood.
01.00.26 Anna Haywood: I am married, my husband is an accountant and we have two 
children. We work really hard, and between us have a good joint wage, yet still we 
cannot afford our own family home, nor the larger deposit necessary these days. 
What will your party do to help families and others in terms of housing, because if a 
chartered accountant is priced out of the market, then what hope is there for 
anybody else?
01.00.49 DD: David Cameron.
01.00.50 DC: Anna, I have every sympathy with you because, frankly, today in our 
country, people who try and work hard and save, and obey the rules, and do the 
right thing. All too often, they just find hurdle after hurdle put in their way, whereas 
people who -- who actually don't play by the rules, who don't think about, saving 
and don't think about their behaviour often get rewarded and that's not right. What 
can we do to help you? First of all, we've got to get spending under control so we 
stop, putting your taxes up. We also say we should have no stamp duty on the first 
-- 250,000 pounds that people -- um, if you can buy a property for less than that. I 
think that would help. But above all, we've also got to build more houses. I think 
there's no doubt, uh -- in my mind that we've got to change the planning system 
right now. It so militates against actually people building houses. And we think 
you've got to scrap these top-down targets that make local communities so angry, 
but reward councils that go ahead and build homes, for families like yours.
01.01.48 DD: Nick Clegg.
01.01.49 NC: Well, Anna, this is one of the things that I -- along with immigration, actually, 
I probably hear about more than anything else as I travel around the country, the 
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lack of affordable housing. I mean, there’s people in your situation, but then there 
are, I think, 1.8 million families, that's five million people, who are still on the waiting 
list for an affordable home. What do you do about it? I would do three things: firstly, 
there are hundreds of thousands, of empty properties, in our communities boarded 
up, no doubt there are many in Birmingham, too, which I think for a relatively 
modest amount of money, you could convert, into homes which people could live 
in. It is just not right, and people ca -- either can't afford like you, Anna, or simply 
can't find places to live in, that we have all these empty properties. We have a plan, 
set out, costed in our manifesto to convert, 250,000 empty homes into homes that 
people can live in. Secondly, I would give local councils, more freedom to borrow 
against their own assets so they can invest in building new homes. And the third 
thing I would do, all these empty flats we see in our cit -- city centres, built for one 
people -- pe -- person, I think they should be converted into the homes that people 
need for young families, like yours.
01.02.54 DD: Gordon Brown.
01.02.55 GB: Anna's absolutely right, the house building industry has really not served us 
well in this country. When the crisis happened, the building firms didn't have 
enough capital, weren't able to survive, and so many went under. Yet, there is a 
pent-up demand for housing in our country. There are one million more home 
owners than there were, er, just over 10 years ago, so more people are buying 
their homes. What I would like to do, we have extended stamp duty relief for first 
time buyers, so that is available now. Shared equity is something that might be 
considered because that's a chance to buy up a part of your house, and it's 
become a more popular way of doing things, and we are able to help finance that, 
and work with the building societies and banks. The third thing is, of course, getting 
the building societies and the banks, to lend again. We've signed these 
agreements that require them to lend, 92 billion this year, a lot of that for 
mortgages. The fourth thing is, of course, as has been said, using up empty 
property, giving local authorities the power to build, and making sure housing 
associations have also the power to build. I want to create an owner-occupied 
majority in this country and I want to increase home ownership, and I want to do it 
quickly, with the measures that we are taking.
01.04.03 DD:  Mr Cameron, what do you make of the argument?
01.04.04 DC: Two things we should do and one thing we shouldn't do. First of all, we 
should build more homes that are part rent, part mortgage, because it gives people
—I’ve seen this in my own constituency—the chance to get one foot on the 
housing ladder. As circumstances change, they can increase the mortgage and 
reduce the rent. I think that helps. Also, rewarding responsibility. People who live in 
housing association homes, or council homes, with a record of good behaviour, 
give them a stake in that house, so when they move, they have the start of some 
capital to -- to move up the housing ladder. One thing we shouldn't do, and this is in 
the Liberal Democrat manifesto, is putting VAT on building new homes. That would 
just lift, the price of new homes even higher out of people, like Anna's reach. I think 
it would be a big, big mistake. Once again, it just doesn't make any sense.
01.04.50 DD: Nick Clegg.
01.04.51 NC: First -- I'll come to that in a second, but I've talked about how I think we 
need to convert empty properties, I've talked about how I think we need to give 
councils the freedom to build new homes, they know the best where homes, are 
needed. I've certainly seen lots of our great city centres, these flats, as I say, which 
are designed for -- for, for one person, the private property developers have put up 
these towers, lots of them are standing empty, they should be made available to 
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families. But I also think there is a role for good old fashioned council houses. I 
know it's not -- you know, fashionable these days, but I was very proud when I was 
up in Newcastle the other day to see the Liberal Democrat council there has 
started building some council houses again for the first time, in 30 years. Because 
they help as well, they might not help you, Anna, and your family, but the more 
housing you get in supply, the easier it is for everybody, on the issue of ((VAT)), I 
just think there's a funny glitch in the VAT system at the moment that you pay no 
VAT on new-build on green-field sites, and so on, but if you invest in your own 
home, you're charged for the full VAT rate. I think it's better just to have an 
equalised VAT rate on both to encourage you to invest on your home, but perhaps 
set it, at a much lower rate, than the top headline rate of VAT.
01.05.58 DD: All right. Mr Brown.
01.05.59 GB: What Nick is saying, and we're scratching beneath the surface, now, is 
there would be VAT on new homes, under a Liberal er -- policy. What I think is 
however right is that we do, as we’ve done, encourage local authorities to build, 
and that's why lots of local authorities are again building. But you know, I think the 
other thing that matters is what I call shared equity. That is part-rent, part-buy, but 
it's a housing association, a bank or a building society, working with the owner, and 
gradually you buy up your house. And I think that's going to be far more popular, 
particularly for young people in the years to come. But you know the key to all this 
is low interest rates. We've got to keep interest rates low. We have kept interest 
rates low even during this recession, and have done so for the last few years. I 
want interest rates low for existing home owners, and for people buying their own 
home. I'm afraid the Liberal and Conservative policies are too big a risk to inflation 
and to interest rates for the future.
01.06.53 DD: I want to move on to another question. This one from Graham Parkin, 
please. Mr Parkin.
01.06.55 Graham Parkin: I'm retired having worked all my life, and find it galling that 
some who haven't paid into the system abuse it by living off state benefits. What 
are you going to do to prevent that abuse?
01.07.11 DD: Nick Clegg?
01.07.12 NC: I think one of the biggest issues which is I think what you're touching on, 
Graham, is how do we encourage people who are on benefits to move into work? I 
was really delighted at the Institute of Fiscal Studies when they compared the three 
parties' manifestos this week said very, very clearly, and very directly, that our 
proposal, to lift the income tax threshold to 10,000 pounds, is the best incentive to 
work. Because if you, keep more of your money when you start working, 
particularly on low-paid work, and part-time work, then of course you have an 
incentive to get off benefits. There are too many people I meet who say, well, to be 
honest, it's not worth my while to go off benefits because Housing Benefit, in 
particular, gets withdrawn so quickly as soon as you start earning money that 
actually when the sums are done, and quite rightly, people look at this very closely, 
they think, well, it isn't worth me working. We need to give incentives to work. Our 
plan would do that, I believe in work. I think work is one of the most important 
things in -- in society, it gives people self-respect, and I want to encourage it. That's 
what our tax proposals would do.
01.08.11 DD: Mr Parkin's question was that he finds it galling that some who haven't paid 
into the system abuse it by living off state benefits. Gordon Brown.
 102
01.08.19 GB: No life on the dole. That's my policy. We've gotta get people off 
unemployment benefit, and they're going to be forced to work, if they've been on 
unemployment benefit for a period of time. Now, we're giving an offer to young 
people at the moment. Under 25, if you've been unemployed for six month, we'll 
give you worker training, because we don't want the unemployment of the 1980s 
for young people. We don't want to lose a labour market for the future, and we 
don't want a lost generation. But we're saying, you're compelled to work, you 
cannot take this as an option. You're going to have to take up the job and the 
training. So that’s true for the long-term unemployed, it's true for people who’ve 
been -- young persons, unemployed for six months. We're also doing a great deal 
to try to get people on incapacity benefit back to work. The record of doing that is 
large numbers of people are now moving back into work, not enough, but we're 
trying to do it. Now, I believe in work, too, because I've been brought up -- er, that 
work is the way that you reward people but it's also the way you find self-esteem. 
And so my Britain is one where I want more people working, more people working, 
without being on benefits.
01.09.19 DD: David Cameron.
01.09.21 DC: What I would say to Graham, very simply, is we should have a very 
straightforward approach: we should say to people, if you can work, and if you 
want to work, we'll do everything we can to help you. We'll get you the training, 
we'll get you what you need. But if you're offered a job, that you can do and you 
don't take it, you cannot go on, carrying on taking your benefits. You've got to say 
no to that. Now, the Prime Minister has just said, I wrote it down, "No life on the 
dole." But we've had 13 years of a Labour government, and there are five million 
people on out-of-work benefits. There are still three million people, er --  almost on 
incapacity benefit. They have had so long to do something about this. Here we are 
tonight, talking about the need to cut waste and the need to cut budgets. Shouldn't 
we start with people who can work but refuse to work, so people who have done 
the right thing don't have, to feel as Graham does? I've had so many people in this 
campaign who said to me, I go to work and I walk past houses where I know 
people could work but choose not to. That's just not acceptable and we need 
change to make that happen.
01.10.20 DD: This is your chance, Nick Clegg, not to repeat what you've already said, but 
to respond to what the other two say.
01.10.25 NC: The only thing I want to add is that Graham used that word, it's a powerful 
word -- that you find it “galling”, I guess -- one of the reasons, Graham, you might 
find it galling is that when you’ve retired -- did you say you had retired -- is when 
you're retired that of course you then find that the benefits that you get, particularly 
the state pension, aren’t as generous as I think they should be. One of the things 
we need to do immediately after this general election is restore the earnings link in 
pensions. ((There’s)) been a huge amount of talk about it from both the old parties 
about doing that, lets get on with it and do it, it was broken some years ago by the 
Conservative government, hasn't been restored under 13 years of the Labour 
government. Let’s get on and do that, the least that you Graham and everybody 
else deserves when you retire, having worked hard, ((having)) paid into the 
common pot, is that you get a decent state pension when you retire, and I hope 
that will do something to make that experience you’re talking about, feel a little less 
galling.
01.11.19DD: The question was about preventing the abuse of state benefits. Gordon 
Brown.
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01.11.23 GB: Well he's absolutely right, that pensions should be linked to earnings and 
we'll do that in 2012, when we've got the resources, to do so. We've also 
introduced the winter allowance for all pensioner households, where someone is 
over 60, and that's 250 and 400 pounds for people over 80. We're trying to do our 
best to create a new regime for pensioners where women particularly, have a full 
state pension, which they haven't had in the past. But to come to benefits, we're 
making it a condition for young people, they've got to take a job, we're making it a 
condition now for people who've been long term unemployed, that they've got to 
take a job, yes we've got two and a half million more people now in work than there 
was in 1997, and yes single parents are working now when they used not to work, 
and yes we've got more young people in training and in education than we've had 
before. But yes also, we've gotta go further, and these are the measures of 
compulsion, a requirement to work, and a responsibility to work.
01.12.16 DD: Mr Cameron.
01.12.16 DC: The truth is when it comes to ending welfare dependency, Labour have had 
13 years to deal with it and haven't, and the Liberal Democrats have got virtually 
nothing, in their manifesto. I think one of the big senses of unfairness people have 
on this issue is people who've worked hard, saved, put money aside, when they go 
into residential care, they have to pay every penny, including selling their home, 
whereas people who haven't saved get the whole thing paid for free. Now I'd love 
to make it all free, but—you can’t, there's no money—so we say if you can put 
aside 8,000 pounds when you turn 65, you should get your care for free. I think that 
would remove one of the major unfairnesses—it doesn't solve the whole problem—
but it does remove one of the big unfairnesses of our system right now.
01.12.56 DD: Just to clarify, what do you see is the key differences between your 
positions? Nick Clegg.
01.13.00 NC: Well let me -- let me perhaps draw out one of them. David Cameron keeps 
repeating we've got nothing to say. We're the only party, actually, in this general 
election campaign who've got a plan fully costed to get people off benefits and into 
work. That's been independently, recognised. I think it's a general -- I think it’s a 
general -- almost a philosophical issue here. Do you think the best way to help 
people who are vulnerable or poor is to constantly giving them more benefits 
through greater dependency on the state? Or do you provide incentives to let them 
help themselves where they can? That is what our very, very radical tax switch, so 
you keep more money when you start working, would precisely do, it would get 
people off that benefits dependency into work. I think that's what most people 
agree is the absolute priority these days.
01.13.46 DD: Mr Brown.
(crosstalk)
01.13.48 GB: You know what the difference is, because we do not want a generation of 
young people growing up and not working. That's what happened in the 1980s 
under David's party. They left a generation, a wasted generation, and we've been 
dealing with the consequences. So we are saying, every young person should 
either be in training, with an apprenticeship or at college or university, or preparing 
for that training. And everyone should be compelled to do one of these things. You 
can't have a something-for-nothing society any more, and under-25s will have to 
take up the opportunity of work or training, if they're not employed. Now that's the 
best way to do it, but we've got to get young people into work. We cannot have a 
situation where they're on the street corners, and we can't have a Conservative 
Party that keeps opposing all our jobs proposals, including our future jobs fund, 
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that is designed, to stop youth unemployment in the country. I just think the 
Conservative Party are still living in the age of the 1980s and 1990s. 
01.14.38 DD: Mister Cameron
(crosstalk)
01.14.40 GB: It’s the same old Tories.
01.14.41 DC: I'm a little bit unsure about which country Gordon Brown thinks he's Prime 
Minister of. Because in Britain today, there are actually, 900,000 young people not 
in employment, not in education, not in training. He's caused, record youth 
unemployment. We've seen unemployment today 40 percent higher than when he 
came to power in 1997 after the longest and deepest recession in our history. So, 
to talk about as if somehow he's got a magnificent economic record, is nonsense, 
to answer Nick's point, of course you need better incentives. It's outrageous today 
that a single mum trying to go back to work, gets 95 pence of every extra pound 
she earns taken away by the state, but you do need a penalty. So we say to 
people, if you go on refusing the offer of a job you can do, you should lose your 
entitlement to benefits, for up to three years. I think that is important. You need to 
have that as well as the incentive to -- to encourage people out to work.
01.15.33 DD: Nick Clegg?
01.15.34 NC: We actually all agree with that. We agree that benefits should be 
conditioned, we all agree that benefits shouldn't be just dished out for free if people 
refuse to take up work. We agree on that. Where we disagree is that I have a plan, 
to make sure that taxes, reward work when you start work. Particularly on -- or to 
get you -- to get you off benefits. David Cameron's priority is to give tax breaks to 
double millionaires, and Gordon Brown has got no plans to lower taxes for people, 
on ordinary incomes an ordinary incomes. That's a big difference, that’s a big 
choice.
01.16.02 GB: But, Nick, the internat -- the Institute of Fiscal Studies that you were quoting 
a few mon -- a few minutes ago, says that your proposals for finan -- for financing 
your tax cuts are highly speculative, they don't know how you’re going to get the 
money. That's what they say about your proposals, they’re not thought out, you're 
too big a risk on the economy, just like David is. We are trying to get people back to 
work in difficult situations, low inflation, low interest rates, get the economy moving, 
don't take money out and shrink the economy now, that’s the way to get people 
back to work.
01.16.30 DD: All right. We'll go on to a question from Michael Crowhurst, please. Michael 
Crowhurst.
01.16.36 Michael Crowhurst: I teach in a very deprived area of Birmingham. What will 
each leader do to ensure the children I teach have as many opportunities in life as 
those from any other school?
01.16.46 DD: Of course, education is a subject, a topic, policy, devolved from England, to 
Scotland and Wales, Northern Ireland. But I think the question goes wider. What 
will each leader do to ensure the children Mr Crowhurst teaches has the same 
opportunities in life from a very deprived area in Birmingham as those from any 
other school? Gordon Brown.
01.17.04 GB: My mother used to say, that when I was growing up, er -- that what was 
available for a mother and for a parent was maternity services when the child was 
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born, then you were called for vaccination, er -- for these different vaccinations, 
and then you were told to come to primary school at the age of five. Now we've got 
nursery education, three to four year-olds, now we've got SureStart children's 
centers, and there's 3,500 now round the country, and now we've got maternity pay 
and paternity pay, and child tax credits, and we are moving forward by making the 
Child Tax Credit even higher for the chi -- uh, for the parents of under three-year-
olds. Now that's the sort of way that we can help give chances. I'm interested in 
social mobility. So you’ve got to help children under five develop their potential, 
you've got to have personal tuition at schools if people fall behind. You've gotta 
encourage young people to stay on at school and get qualifications. And this is the 
way that we can have a new generation of middle-class, jobs in this country, where 
young people can, from -- from poor backgrounds can get the opportunities they've 
never had before. And that's what the social mobility that I want to promote, is all 
about.
01.18.10 DD: David Cameron.
01.18.11 DC: Well, first of all, I'd like to say a big thank you for what you do, because I 
think teachers just perform the most incredibly important work in our society. We 
should do more to value them, to respect them and to raise their status. I think one 
of the most important things we can do is give the teacher and the headteacher, in 
particular, control back over their school. Discipline is the absolute foundation of a 
good education. And right now it just doesn't work. We have something like 17,000 
attacks each year on teachers. And you get kids who can be excluded from school, 
including one in Manchester who’s excluding -- excluded for having a knife, who 
then gets put back into the school by the appeals panel, that’s just not right. We 
say make the head teachers captain of their, ships, let them have proper discipline, 
change all the crazy rules that stop teachers searching, for -- for banned items. 
And make sure you have proper discipline. Then we need to raise aspiration, as 
I'm sure you do in your school. And open up education, and have the big society 
where we say new bodies that want to come in and set up great schools, including 
in inner city areas, come on in, we want choice, diversity and excellence in our 
state sector. That's where I send my children, and that’s where I know we've really 
got to do better than we do today.
01.19.21 DD: So the question is about a teacher teaching in a deprived area of 
Birmingham, how do you ensure, as a leader, they will have the same opportunities 
in life as those from any other school? Nick Clegg.
01.19.34 NC: Michael, in -- in specific answer to your question, what I want to do, and 
we've set it out as one of the biggest, sort of -- pledges in our manifesto, is to take 
2.5 billion pounds from the 15 billion pounds of savings that we've already 
identified elsewhere in Government spending, so that we can raise the, s -- the 
money given to pupils, the million poorest children, some of the children that 
Michael's talking about, to the same level which children get if they go to fee-
paying schools. Because I think the issue that Michael's risen is one of the biggest, 
that faces us as a -- as a country. At the moment, you know, a poor but bright child, 
the latest evidence shows, gets overtaken in the classroom by a less bright but 
wealthier child by about the age of seven, and after that, the gap tends to widen. 
And it even affects life expectancy. Uh -- a child born in the poorest neighbourhood 
of Sheffield, for instance, today in 2010 is likely to die a decade and a half before a 
child born in the, the wealthiest neighbourhood up the road. That needs to change. 
We've got a plan to deliver more one-to-one tuition, smaller class sizes, to help 
those children the most in the crucial early years when they start school. 
01.20.41 DD: Mr Brown, what is your reaction Gordon Brown to what the other two have 
said?
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01.20.44 GB: I'm very pleased this question is -- is, is about teaching and from a teacher 
because you never forget your teacher. You remember your teacher, you 
remember what they did for you, and teachers are so important. I want any 
underperforming school to be taken over by a good school, and that’s what we're 
trying do at the moment. But, you know, you can't escape this fact about poverty. If 
you cut child tax credits, if you charge for nursery education, if you cut the schools' 
budget, then you put the future of these young children at risk. And I'm afraid the 
Liberals and Conservatives want to cut child tax credits. David also wants to, er -- 
charge for nursery education, at the same time he wants to cut the schools budget, 
which we would continue to finance, and therefore, he's making, the people who 
are the poorest pay the -- cost of his policies, while he's still got this ridiculous 
policy on inheritance tax.
01.21.32 DD: David Cameron.
01.21.33 DC: Well I think you've heard it all from a Prime Minister who's just got 
absolutely nothing left positive to say. 13 years, 13 years of economic failure, 13 
years, sadly, of quite a lot of educational failure, 13 years in which inequality's got 
worse, in which deep poverty's got worse, in which they haven't got to grips with 
the problems, and that’s what you hear. Let me give you some positive things that 
we would that would make a difference. We've got to get the basics right. I'm very 
clear that teaching children, to read and write using the old fashioned synthetic 
phonics method, that works best. Setting by ability so, you accept that not every 
child's the same, let's actually stretch the brightest pupils and, help those falling 
behind. That can make a big difference. I had a big argument this week with 
someone on the pavement about, special needs education. I want every child to 
have a choice, between special education and mainstream education, but, please, 
let's stop closing the special schools that do so much, for families in our country. 
Education is about the basics, yes, it’s also about then aspiration, saying to every 
child, no matter where they come from, you can go all the way according to your 
talent. That's what education should be like, and that's what it would be under our 
Government.
01.22.39 DD: Nick Clegg?
01.22.40 NC: Of course Gordon Brown's right to say there's a link. Michael, you know this 
better than we do, you know there's a link between poverty at home and 
underperformance in the classroom. It's that link, it’s that link which is holding back 
so many children. That's what's unfair. And that link is the link that I want to help 
solve. We would do it, partly through the tax proposals I've talked about earlier, 
giving people 700 pounds back in their pocket by raising the income tax th -- 
threshold to 10,000 pounds so that people, on ordinary incomes, who aren't being 
helped at the moment are helped. And through our proposal, we call it—it’s a 
slightly technocratic phrase—we call it a pupil premium. It basically means extra 
money, 2.5 billion pounds. That would, for instance, allow our schools to reduce the 
average class size in an average primary school down to 20. I’ve got three young 
children. Two of them go to a local school, at eight and five. I see myself as a 
father, that what happens to a young child in a reception class, years one, two, 
three, is so important in developing their self-confidence, their social skills, their 
willingness to learn. Get it right at that early age, and we can really help people 
later in life. That's what I believe in.
01.23.45 DD: Gordon Brown.
01.23.46 GB: I feel passionate about opportunity for infants and young children. And 
that's why we introduced the Child Tax Credit. That's why we've created the 
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children's centres that are now focuses for the community. That's why nursery 
education is at three now and not, as before, at four. That's why we are financing 
pri -- er, personal tuition for people in the schools so that if they fall behind, they 
can catch up. But I do say all this is at risk, because David is not answering the 
question. He’s gonna cut child tax credits. He's going to cut the Schools Budget. 
He's going to cut nursery education by charging for it, and -- and he’s got a 
coalition for cuts with Nick, on child tax credits. They're both going to cut child tac -- 
tax credits for the future. That is not the way to deal with the problem that our 
questioner, who is so concerned about opportunities for children, have raised [sic]. 
You can't solve the problem by taking away all the advances we've made.
01.24.36 DC: I just think people will see straight through that as an attempt to try and 
frighten people. I have two children. My eldest is at a state school in London. I want 
every penny of the education budget to follow children like mine across the 
playground and into the school. And I say after 13 years of a Labour government, 
there's a lot of waste, we can cut out. There is, you know, quangos in education 
that spend 300 million pounds a year. There's the fact that headteachers get 4,000 
pages of information every year. The Department of Children, Schools and 
Families spent three million pounds on itself, including, and I'm not making this up, 
a massage suite and contemplation room. I mean, I know that working in this 
government can be tough, but we don't need those sorts of things, cut the waste, 
get the money into the classroom, and please stop trying to frighten people.
01.25.23 GB: But David, why don’t you answer...
(crosstalk)
01.25.24 DD: Hang on, hang on, I’ll come back to you, Mr Brown. Mr Clegg?
(crosstalk)
01.25.25 NC: Let's try and disentangle some of these, these sort of -- claims counter-
claims. Of course -- of course, er, Gordon Brown is right to say that -- you know, 
the Conservatives -- that they’re --  you know, I don't know why they -- they want to 
cut, for instance, the schools building -- project, er -- programme. That's a very very 
silly thing to do. We need to continue to invest, in our schools building, but equally, 
for Gordon Brown to constantly make these claims about tax credits, I come back 
to a simple thing, when money is tight, surely it's not right that someone, let’s say, 
on my salary, an MP's salary, could be entitled to tax credits, why don’t we focus 
the money on where it’s really needed, and also use the money that we can save 
elsewhere, as I explained to, to Michael, to invest in those individual children, who 
need that individual care, it could be Saturday morning classes, evening classes, 
one-to-one tuition, the smaller class sizes, all the things that I know as a parent, 
and Michael no doubt knows as a teacher, makes the most dramatic difference to a 
child's education.
01.26.18 GB: But you're not telling us a million people would lose child tax credits under 
both of your proposals.
01.26.24 DD: Right, we have to bring this part of the debate to an end there, with that 
question. Thank you very much, all three of you. Now we end with final statements 
from each of the three party leaders, David Cameron to start, David.
01.26.40 DC: Thank you. Well I'm standing here for a very simple reason, that I love this 
country, and I think we can do even better in the years ahead. We can go on, solve 
our problems, and do great things. But we need a government with the right 
values. We need a government that backs families and understands that the family 
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is the most important thing, in our society. We need a government that backs work, 
and people who try to do the right thing. And we need a g -- need a government 
that always understands that keeping us safe and secure is the most important 
thing of all. But there's something else you need to know about me. I believe the 
test of a good and strong society, is how we look after the most vulnerable, the 
most frail, and the poorest. That’s true in good times, but it's even more true in 
difficult times. And there will be difficult decisions, but I want to lead us through 
those, to better times ahead. I think I've got a great team, behind me. I think we 
can do great things, in this country. If you vote Labour, you’re gonna get more of 
the same. If you vote Liberal, as we've seen tonight, it's just uncertainty. If you vote 
Conservative on Thursday, you can have a new, fresh government, making a clean 
break, and taking our country in a new direction, and bringing the change that we 
need.
01.27.54 DD: Thank you. For the Liberal Democrats, Nick Clegg.
01.27.57 NC: Everything I've said during these three television debates, is driven by my 
simple belief that if we do things differently we can build a better, a fairer Britain. As 
you decide how to cast your vote, of course you'll be told by these two that real 
change is dangerous, that it can't be done. But don't let anyone scare you, from 
following your instincts. Together, next week, we can change Britain, for good. Just 
think how many times, you've been given lots of promises from these old parties, 
and then when they get back into government, you find that nothing really changes 
at all. We can do so much better than that, this time. Of course, I can't guarantee 
you, that all the problems you face will be solved overnight, but I can guarantee 
you, that I will work tirelessly, to deliver fairness for you. Fair taxes so that you pay 
less, but people at the top pay their fair share. A fair start, smaller class sizes for 
your children, a different approach to the economy and decent open politics, that 
you can trust once again. I believe all this can happen. This is your election. This is 
your country. When you go to vote next -- next week, choose the future you, really 
want. If you believe, like I do, that we can do things differently this time, then 
together we really will change Britain. Don't let anyone tell you, that it can't happen. 
It can. This time, you can make the difference.
01.29.27 DD: Thank you, Mr Clegg. Now for Labour, Gordon Brown.
01.29.30 GB: These debates are the answer to people who say that politics doesn't 
matter. I want to thank everybody who's been involved, in these debates over the 
last few weeks. They show that there are big causes we can fight for. They also 
show that big differences exist between the parties. I know that if things stay -- 
where they are, perhaps in eight days' time, David Cameron, perhaps supported by 
Nick Clegg, would be in office. But I've had the duty of telling you this evening, that 
while we have policies for the future, the Conservatives would put the recovery 
immediately at risk, with an emergency budget. And I've asked David and Nick 
questions all evening. David has not been able to confirm, but it is the case that 
inheritance tax will go to the richest -- cuts will go to the richest people in the 
country. I believe he's planning to cut the Schools Budget, and he hasn't denied it. I 
believe also that child tax credits would be cut by both parties if they came into a 
coalition. I believe too that policing would be at risk from a Conservative 
government, because they have not said, that they would match us on policing 
either. And the health service guarantees that we have that gives, that every 
cancer patient the right to see a specialist within two weeks, that would be 
scrapped by the Conservative Government, if they came into power. Now I don't 
like having to do this, but I have to tell you that things are too important, to be left to 
risky policies under these two people. They are not ready for government, because 
they have not thought through their policies. We are desperate to get this country 
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through the recession and into the recovery, and that is what I intend to continue to 
do. But it's up to the people to decide, and it's your decision.
01.31.02 DD: Mr Brown, thank you. And thank you to all three party leaders who've taken 
part in this debate, and to our audience here. I hope that the debate here, along 
with the other two, may have helped you to decide where to put your cross next 
Thursday. I'll be back with Question Time after the news on BBC One, among other 
things, to discuss this very debate. But from the Great Hall of Birmingham 
University, goodbye. 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Appendix C
British Party Leaders’ Election Debate, 2 April 2015 (Sky News 2015)
Speakers: 
Julie Etchingham, moderator
Natalie Bennett, Green Party
Nigel Farage, UKIP
Nick Clegg, Liberal Democrat Party
Nicola Sturgeon, Scottish National Party
David Cameron, Conservative Party
Leanne Wood, Plaid Cumry
Ed Miliband, Labour Party
Johnny Tudor, audience member
*
06.10 Julie Etchingham: First, Natalie Bennett, your opening statement.
06.14 Natalie Bennett: You were told, that austerity, and inequality. Bankers’ bonuses and 
tuition fees, were inevitable. They, were, not. You all, deserve, better. Let’s put 
principles, and values first. That’s why I, got into politics. The green party, is 
determined, to deliver, a fair, economy that does not make the poor, and 
disadvantaged, pay for the errors and fraud of the bankers. We’re committed, to 
returning the NHS, to its founding principles. No, public money, going in, to private 
profits. We know, we must take real action, on climate change, the biggest threat, 
facing us all. Other parties trade in fear, fear of immigrants, demonizing people on 
benefits. But to build a decent, humane society, we start, with hope. Vote for 
change, vote green.
07.18 JE: Natalie Bennett, thank you. And now we go to Nigel Farage.
07.22 Nigel Farage: There are six other party leaders on this platform tonight they may all 
look different, but actually on some of the big issues that affect this country, they’re 
very much the same. All six of them, support Britain’s membership of the European 
union, and most of our laws being made somewhere else. And as a consequence 
of that, all of them support, open door, immigration. Is it any wonder, that trust in 
politics has broken down, to the extent that it has. Well I represent UKIP, and we 
believe in Britain, and we believe this country, should be a self-governing nation, 
we believe we’re good enough, to do that. And we also believe that open door 
immigration, has depressed the wages for ordinary people, made buying houses, 
for youngsters very difficult, made it tough to get a GP appointment, and not been 
good for this, country. We have a positive alternative, let’s have a trade deal with 
Europe, let’s cooperate with them as friends, but make our own laws. And let’s take 
back control of our borders, and put in place an Australian-style point system, so 
we can choose, the quantity and quality, of who comes to Britain. By doing that, 
we’ll give ordinary working people, an even break.
08.24 JE: Nick Clegg.
08.26 Nick Clegg: I think it’s pretty obvious that no one standing here is gonna win this 
election outright. So you’re gonna have to choose, like you did last time, who’s 
gonna have to work with whom. And look I’m not gonna pretend that everything’s 
perfect, though the country is in a lot better shape now than it was, five years ago. 
I’m not even gonna pretend that I haven’t made mistakes, I have, I’ve put my 
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hands up when I have, and I’ve learned, from them. But what you will get, from me, 
and from the Liberal Democrats, is, this. The grit and the resilience to finish the job, 
of balancing the books, and doing so fairly. I will always act responsibly, I’ll never 
let anyone else -- uh, borrow money that we don’t have and -- jeopardize your -- 
risk your jobs and our economy, and above all, I will always act fairly. I won’t let 
anyone else impose ideological cuts, on your hospitals and your schools. And I will 
always, serve. The whole of our country—not just parts of our country, the whole of 
our wonderful, United Kingdom.
09.25 JE: Nicola Sturgeon.
09.27 Nicola Sturgeon: This election is a chance to change the Westminster system so 
that it serves you better. The SNP will always stand up for Scotland’s best interest 
we will, make Scotland’s voice heard, but I know it’s not just people in Scotland 
who feel let down, by Westminster politics. That’s why my message to people 
watching in England, Wales and Northern Ireland, is one, of friendship. I won’t 
pretend I don’t want Scotland to be independent, I do, but as long as Scotland 
remains part of the Westminster system, the SNP will seek to work with others of 
like mind across the UK, to deliver positive change, like many of you, we want an 
alternative to the pain of austerity, an end, to the bedroom tax, a hope to the 
privatization, of the NHS, and we believe the scarce resources of our country 
should be invested in the future of our children, not, in new, nuclear weapons. A 
vote for the SNP is a vote to make Scotland’s voice heard, but ours will also be a 
voice, for new, better and progressive politics at Westminster, for all of us.
10.31 JE: David Cameron.
10.32. David Cameron: Five years ago, this country was on the brink. We had millions of 
people unemployed, and we had one of the biggest budget deficits, anywhere in 
the world. For the last five years we’ve been working with the British people, 
through a long-term economic plan. And that plan is working. There are almost two 
million more people in work, it’s a balanced plan, so we’ve invested our -- in our 
NHS as well as, reducing the deficit, and we’ve cut taxes for 30 million working 
people. And the plan’s working because, last year, we had the fastest growing 
economy of any of the major Western countries. Now tonight you’re gonna hear a 
lot of people claiming a lot of things. But please remember these are the same 
people who claimed, that if we followed our plan, unemployment would go up, -- 
the deficit wouldn’t come down, the economy wouldn’t grow, that public services 
would be destroyed. They were wrong then, and they are wrong now. The choice at 
this election, is sticking with a plan that’s working, or going back to the debt taxes 
borrowing and spending, that got us in this mess in the first place. I say let’s not go 
back to square one. Britain can do so much better than that.
11.40 JE: Leanne Wood.
11.43 Leanne Wood: I’m speaking to everyone back home in Wales tonight. I am from the 
Rhondda, and I understand all too well, the difficulties that have been faced by our 
communities, in recent years. You tell me that jobs and services, have been cut to 
the bone, and that they can be cut, no more. Plaid Cumry offers an alternative. We 
offer hope for a decent future for our young people, for thriving, successful, 
communities. In a hung parliament Plaid Cumry can win for Wales, but we can only 
do that, with, your, support. I’m asking you, to support Plaid Cumry, the party of 
Wales, to make our communities in Wales as strong as they can be. Please 
support Plaid Cumry to make Plaid Cumry Wales’s voice, in Westminster.
12.40 JE: Ed Miliband.
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12.42 Ed Miliband: Here’s what I believe. Britain succeeds when working people succeed. 
But that’s not the way it’s been over the last five years. For five years, wages 
haven’t kept up, with bills. For five years the NHS has been going backwards. For 
five years, our young people have been fearing, they’ll have a worse life, than their 
parents. It doesn’t have to be this way. If I’m prime minister, I’ll raise the minimum 
wage to eight pounds an hour, and ban exploitative -- er, zero hours contracts. So 
we’ll reward hard work again, in our country. If I’m prime minister, I’ll rescue our 
NHS, hiring more doctors, and nurses. If I’m prime minister, I’ll build a future for all 
of our young people, saying to our young people, if you get the grades you get an 
apprenticeship, and cutting the tuition fee, from 9,000 to 6,000 pounds.  And we’ll 
cut the deficit every year, and balance the books. Some people will tell you tonight, 
this is as good as it gets, for Britain. I say, Britain can do so much better than it’s 
done, over the last five years. 
13.44 JE: Party leaders, thank you very much indeed for your opening statements 
tonight.
*
13.58 JE: And our first question tonight comes from Johnny Tudor.
14.03 Johnny Tudor: As a 17-year old student of politics, I would like to ask. How do each 
of the party leaders believe they’ll be able to keep their promises of eliminating the 
deficit, without raising certain taxes, or making vast cuts to vital public services.
14.20 JE: Johnny, thank you very much indeed. Nick Clegg.
14.22 NC: Johnny, I think it’s all about balance, isn’t it? Erhm -- that’s why I don’t think 
that, uh, you should be faced, Johnny, with the, stark choice of either cutting too 
much -- George Osborne and David Cameron’s plan is for 50 billion pounds, of 
cuts, way beyond what’s needed, or borrowing too much which is Ed -- Ed Balls 
and Ed Miliband’s plan, they want to borrow 70 billion pounds more than is 
necessary I think that’s a dismal choice, cutting too much or borrowing too much 
it’s a balance and it does mean, yes, you need to reduce, spending, but you also 
need to make those with the broader shoulders the wealthiest, to pay a bit more 
through the tax system, to balance the books. That’s the way you can balance the 
books, do it fairly, also then of course put money, into public services, perhaps 
most especially the NHS which does need more money, because of the fact we’ve 
got an ageing, population. So the Liberal Democrat plan is a very simple one, we’ll 
cut less than the Conservatives, and we’ll borrow less, than Labour. 
15.19 JE: Thank you very much indeed. David Cameron.
15.20 DC: Well first of all, what I’d say is that we’ve got a plan which is working, we’ve 
taken three million of the lowest paid people out of tax and we’ve got almost two 
million people, back into work. But I think what’s absolutely crucial here is 
recognizing that what our plan involves, is balance. We’re gonna go on investing in 
the NHS every year, as we have done, under this government -- under the last 
parliament. We’ll go on doing that in the next parliament. We’re gonna find savings 
of one out of every out 100 pounds, that the government spends. And we need to 
do that for two more years just as we’ve done for the last five years. But the 
alternative to that plan, is actually putting up taxes. And I don’t want to do that, I 
think if we go back to the tax, the waste, the spending and the debt, all the things 
that got us into a mess in the first place, we wouldn’t help working people, we’d 
hurt working people. That’s what Labour did last time, and we mustn’t let it happen 
again.
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16.15 JE: David Cameron, thank you. Leanne Wood. 
16.17 LW: Under our plans the deficit will be cut, from 90 billion to 30 billion by 2020. We 
see, no reason to put arbitrary deadlines, on cutting the deficit. The austerity 
experiment has failed we were told, that, the deficit would be eliminated within this 
parliament, yet debt has gone up. We’ve faced all of these cuts, so much pain for 
so little gain. The banks have had a bail-out, it’s time now, for the people, to have a 
bail-out, and it’s time for us to invest in public services, and job creation, and -- to 
see an end, to, austerity and cuts. 
16.59 JE: Leanne Wood, thank you. Nigel Farage.
17.01 NF: Well the question’s right, how can anybody believe these promises on cutting 
the deficit because, this coalition was put together, to reduce, the annual deficit to 
zero. That’s why these, two guys got together. It is still running at 90, billion, 
sterling, every year. More remarkably, and what no one talks about, is the national 
debt, you know which has been going on for hundreds of years, and in this five 
years, the national debt has doubled, from 850 billion, to 1.5 trillion. We need to 
make cuts and there are some places we can start. We could easily cut 10 billion 
pounds a year, from the foreign aid budget. We could save another 10 billion 
pounds a year, by not paying over money to Brussels, every single day. We could 
end vanity projects, like HS2, that will only benefit a tiny number of people, thus 
saving by the end of this parliament, four billion pounds a year, and we need to 
revisit the Barnett formula, uh because frankly English and Welsh taxpayers are 
getting a rotten deal, and we could save five billion pounds a year, in doing that. 
There’s a plan, and a promise that could be kept.
18.01 JE: Nigel Farage, thank you very much indeed. Ed Miliband.
18.03 EM: Johnny, we’ll cut the deficit every year, and as I said in the opening we will, 
balance the books. But we’ll do it in a fairer and better way than has been tried, 
over the last five years. David Cameron promised to eliminate the deficit, and he 
failed. So what we’ll do, is first of all, we’ll have fair taxes, so we’ll reverse the tax 
cut, that he gave to millionaires, 43,000 pounds for every millionaire, in Britain. 
Secondly, we will have common sense, spending reductions, so outside key areas, 
like education and health, spending, will fall. But thirdly, we’ll do something else. 
Because your living standards, have fallen over the past five years, and that hasn’t 
just been bad for working people, it’s also meant, that government has -- hasn’t 
had the tax revenues coming in. That’s why this government, failed on the deficit. 
So what we’ll do is by boosting living standards, that’s the third part of our plan, to 
live within our means, get the deficit down, and balance the books. It’s a fair way, 
it’s a better way, for our country. 
19.02 JE: Ed Miliband, thank you. Natalie Bennett.
 
19.04 NB: Well Johnny, I think what, we’re offering. Is not cuts, we’re offering the reversal 
of austerity. Investing in your future, and the future of everybody, in this room. And 
what we’ve been doing in looking at the deficit is looking at this the wrong way 
‘round, we’ve been slashing away at essential public services. And let’s really think 
about what austerity, actually means. Probably, somewhere near you, there’s a 
children’s center, or a library, that’s closed. Think of a worker, inside that children’s 
center. She used to be, providing an essential public service to your community, 
she used to be paying tax and national insurance, she had a modest amount of 
income, to bring, to spend in the community. Now that essential service is gone, 
she’s on job seeker’s allowance, and everybody, is much poorer. So what we’re 
saying is we do need to raise taxes, on those who aren’t currently pay -- paying 
their share. Multinational companies, in particular, and rich individuals, if they pay 
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their share, in the world’s sixth richest country, we can afford, to have a decent 
society, and accord [sic] to have decent public services.
20.10 JE: Natalie Bennett, thank you. Nicola Sturgeon.
20.12 NS: Well, Johnny -- cutting, the deficit is important, of -- course it is, but economic 
policy shouldn’t be an end in itself it should be a means to people, living better lives 
and, the fact is, austerity is pushing people into poverty, it’s undermining, our public 
services, and it’s holding back, economic growth and when economic policy is 
doing all of that, that policy needs to change. So I don’t agree with the cuts 
proposed by the Tories, Labour, and the Liberal Democrats I take a, different view 
we should have modest spending increases, over the next parliament, it will take 
slightly longer to eliminate the deficit completely but the deficit would continue, to 
fall in each year, of the next parliament but crucially, that alternative plan would 
mean that we had resources to invest, in infrastructure and skills and innovation 
and things we need to get our economy growing, and resources to invest in our 
public services and in lifting people out of poverty. That kind of alternative plan 
must be better, than a -- a blind commitment to austerity, that doesn’t take any 
account of the damage being done to our society. 
21.16 JE: Nicola Sturgeon, thank you very much. So you’ve made your opening 
statements on the first question tonight, it’s time to open the floor, for you to contest 
one another’s arguments, and Nick Clegg, perhaps you could start the debate for 
us tonight.
21.26 NC: Well actually I have a question for, for, for David Cameron, because he’s just 
said to -- to all of us that he wants to stay, the course, but of course that’s not what 
the Conservative Party want to do at all. Remarkably, the Conservative Party have 
said they’re not gonna ask the richest in society, to make a single extra penny of 
contribution, to balancing the books through the tax system, they want to impose 
ideologically driven cuts, on schools that I -- you know I -- just I -- when I hear the 
conservatives talk about the choice between competence and chaos, just imagine, 
David Cameron the chaos in people’s lives, the people who in the NHS don’t know 
whether you’re gonna find the money, the people who don’t know whether their 
nursery or their college or their schools are going to close, that’s why Johnny’s 
right, you need to take in a balanced approach, you do need to reduce spending 
but you also need to ask the richest, to make a contribution, it’s the only fair way of 
finishing the job. 
22.12 JE: Thank you. David Cameron.
(crosstalk)
22.14 DC: Well, Nick is wrong about our plans, cause of course, we’re gonna raise five 
billion from tax evasion and aggressive tax avoidance as we’ve done, in this 
parliament and that’s part of the balanced plan that also involves, putting more 
money into our NHS and cutting taxes…
(crosstalk)
22.26 NC: You’re not gonna ask the very wealthy (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
22.27 DC: …for the working people…
(crosstalk)
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22.28 JE: Thank you, let David Cameron (unintelligible)
22.29 DC: …but here the very wealthy include some of the tax avoiders, and evaders but 
here’s the point, we’ve gotta understand why the deficit matters, and why we got 
here and the problem with the real choice, is with Ed Miliband who still thinks the 
last Labour government, didn’t tax too much borrow too much and spend too much, 
and if you don’t understand the mistakes of the past, you can’t provide the 
leadership for the future. 
22.47 JE: Ed Miliband.
22.48 EM: I think not for the first time tonight David Cameron’s gonna want to talk about 
the past ‘cause he doesn’t want to talk about the future, but David you just said, 
that you were tackling tax avoidance. Let’s look at the reality on this. You haven’t 
acted, on the tax havens, you haven’t acted on the hedge funds, you’ve shown 
how you can raise over a billion pounds (unintelligible) our 2.5 billion pound Time to 
Care-fund, for the NHS, it’ll hire 20,000 more nurses, 8,000 more doctors 5,000 
more careworkers, and 3,000 more midwives now, you have to ask yourselves at 
home, why won’t David Cameron, act on those hedge funds, they fund his party, he 
won’t act…
23.22 JE: Thank you.
23.23 EM: …we need a leadership that will stand up, and act to tackle tax avoidance.
23.24 JE: David Cameron.
23.25 DC: Once again he’s wrong, just this week we’ve introduced a diverted profits tax 
to go off to these companies that make money in Britain, and don’t pay tax in 
Britain. But here’s what Ed Miliband isn’t telling you. Because he doesn’t support 
any of the spending reductions and efficiencies we’ve had to make, he wants to 
make, a very big cut, he wants to put up taxes and cut your pay, going into your 
monthly payslip, at the end of the month and taking your money out, because he 
thinks he can spend that money, better than you that would be a great mistake for 
our country. 
(crosstalk)
23.53 NC: Johnny, Johnny doesn’t have to choose between Mister -- Mister Cut and 
Mister Borrow
(crosstalk)
23.54 JE: Just one moment, Nick Clegg, Nick Clegg, thank you. Nicola Sturgeon.
23.58 NS: It’s really ironic, isn’t it, hearing Nick Clegg and David Cameron argue when 
they’ve been hand in glove imposing austerity on the people of this country, for the 
last, five years. David said in his opening remarks that everybody apart from him 
had been proved wrong, over the past five years that’s actually not the case. David 
Cameron has missed his own borrowing targets by 150 billion pounds, his policies 
are pushing children, into poverty there’s a million additional children estimated to 
be -- going to be living in poverty in this country by 2020 that is not right so what I 
want to do, I back Ed on raising the top end rate on tax, I also want to see us 
invest, in the future of our children not in nuclear weapons but I take a very clear 
view, this country cannot afford more cuts, in the next parliament we need to see 
spending rise, so that we can invest in the things that matter for us.
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24.45 JE: Nigel Farage.
 24.46 NF: I’m sorry, I mean -- I, I -- I’m hearing half the panel saying, that we have no 
economic problems with debt at all, and the other half of the panel saying, er -- that 
they’ve been prudent, in government look, there’s no question that spending got 
completely out of control, under Labor, and there were many that thought this 
coalition would bring it back under control. We have doubled the national debt in 
the course of the last five years, our debt repayment, is bigger than our annual 
defence budget, and that’s with interest rates, close to zero, we have a massive, 
problem here, and it seems to me that nobody’s prepared to admit, that what we’ve 
done, is we’ve maxed out the credit cards, yes there’s growth in the economy, but 
actually at some point, we got a dreadful, debt repayment problem, we’ve gotta get 
real, and we can cut budgets like foreign aid, with I think, popular public support. 
25.30 JE: Let’s -- let’s turn that to Nick Clegg.
25.32 NC: Well I don’t, actually think making the poorest on the other side of the planet 
poorer still is necessarily the best, solution to our problems, but look it comes back 
to the simple issue, of how do you balance the books but do it fairly, I don’t believe, 
unlike David Cameron and George Osbourne that you do it by just letting the very 
richest, off scoff-free, their plans don’t involve a single extra contribution to the tax 
system, I don’t equally think it is fair, to do what the Labour party wants to do, 
which is actually to increase, borrowing -- that doesn’t help the future generations.
26.01 JE: Let’s put that point directly to Ed Miliband.
(crosstalk)
26.02 LW: The way -- the way that you’ve done it so far, you’ve been balancing the books 
on the backs of the poor. 79,000 people…
(crosstalk)
26.08 NC: No, I’ve actually done it in a balanced way.
(crosstalk)
26.10 LW: (unintelligible) 79,000 people (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
26.12 NF: The books aren’t balanced, we got a 90 billion deficit! I don’t know what’s going 
on here! Can we get real, please! 
(crosstalk)
26.17 NC: (unintelligible) halved. The deficit’s halved.
(crosstalk)
26.18 NF: No it hasn’t!
(crosstalk)
26.19 LW: (unintelligible) 79,000 people (unintelligible)
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(crosstalk)
26.20 NF: (unintelligible) It’s doubled!
26.22 JE: Thank you. Ed Miliband.
26.24 LW: …thirty percent of young people in my constituency, the Rhondda, are 
unemployed.
(crosstalk)
26.26 JE: Leanne Wood, thank you. Ed Miliband.
26.28 EM: I just wanna say to the people at home, you’re gonna hear a lot of 
scaremongering tonight, from Nick Clegg and from David Cameron. That’s 
because they’re scared you’re gonna kick them out. Uh -- now look, I -- I think 
there’s a big decision for our country. David Cameron wants to double the cuts in 
spending next year. At home you’ve got to make a decision, is that really, a 
balanced plan? I think that would put at risk the NHS, which has gone backwards 
under David Cameron, I think it’s much better, to have a fair plan, which says those 
with the broader shoulders should bear the greatest burden, and we will make 
reductions in spending, in order to balance the books.
26.56 JE: Thank you. Natalie Bennett.
26.57 NB: There’s been two, issues covered here. One is the issue of the debt. And it’s 
worth saying that over the past hundred years about half of it, Britain ran a higher 
debt-to-GDP ratio, and no one worried about it very much, because the question 
you have to ask is why are you borrowing. If you’re borrowing, say to build, a new 
council and homes for social rent that we so desperately need, you know you’re 
gonna get a return, far into the future if, as we want to (unintelligible) right to buy, 
that asset is there for the future, for future generations. And the second point about 
the nature of the cuts. This, has been borne overwhelmingly by the most vulnerable 
in this society. The bedroom tax. Two thirds of the households affected by that have 
at least one disabled person in them. Independent living fund. 18,000 of the most 
disabled people of the most vulnerable people in our society, their support slashed 
away. We have to be a humane fair decent society, we have to support the most 
vulnerable. 
27.54 JE: Natalie Bennett, thank you. David Cameron.
27.56. DC: The truth about, umm -- about this is we’ve cut the deficit in half, we need to 
clear the rest of it, and we’ll do that in the coming years but only if we stick to the 
plan and the plan, that is working but it is worth remembering as we debate cuts -- 
you know, why did these cuts have to happen, what is the truth about cuts, well I’ve 
got the truth about cuts here, this is a copy of the letter, that Labor left in the 
treasury, when we arrived in government five years ago, and it says “I’m sorry, we 
ran out of money”. That is the truth of what happened, so when people talk about 
cuts we had to make these decisions, because the British economy was on the 
brink, people were worrying about whether we’d be able to pay our debts, and the, 
bri -- the brunt of these cuts, and the changes we’ve made, the top 20 percent 
have paid more than the ((remaining)) 80 percent put together.
28.41 JE: Let me turn to…
(crosstalk)
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28.42 DC: But that’s what happened, when Labor were in power and my fear is if they got 
in power, they’d do it all over again.
(crosstalk)
28.45 JE: Ed Miliband.
(crosstalk)
28.46 NF: But you’ve increased, you’ve increased…
(crosstalk)
28.48 JE: Nigel Farage, let Ed Miliband in here please (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
28.49 NF: …you’ve increased the national debt more in five years than they managed in 
13 years, isn’t that the truth?
(crosstalk)
28.53 DC: But we have cut the deficit, the amount that we borrow every year has come 
down.
(crosstalk)
28.56 JE: Nigel Farage, thank you.
28.59 EM: There you go again. You can’t -- you can’t talk about the present and you can’t 
talk about the future, so you want to talk about the past, I think people at home, will 
want to know, what are we gonna do for them in the next five years. Now talking 
about the past, you backed our spending plans until two -- 2008, it so happens, but 
let’s talk about the future, let’s talk about the choices for working families in the 
future. Ha -- are we gonna have fairer taxes, so that those with the broader 
shoulders bear the greatest burden? Are we gonna have common sense 
reductions in spending, or are we gonna slash and burn as David -- as D -- as 
David Cameron wants to do?
(crosstalk)
29.29 DC: Let me talk about the future we are gonna train three million more apprentices, 
we are gonna build 200,000 houses for people to buy, we’re gonna keep on with 
this, reduction in unemployment that sees two million more people in work, but we 
won’t do it if we go back to the debt the welfare the spending and the taxes…
(crosstalk)
 29.45 DC: …that got us into a mess in the first place.
(crosstalk)
29.46 JE: David Cameron, David Cameron, thank you. Nigel Farage.
29.47 NF: How does that cut the deficit, you’ve said what you’re gonna do and that’s fine, 
the question we started off is, how can they believe your promises. You have failed 
in this government, to -- to eliminate the deficit, that was your promise, it is running 
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at 90 billion sterling, tell Johnny who asked the question, what you -- what are you 
gonna cut?
30.00 DC: What I would say to Johnny is we are gonna find one pound out of every 100 
that the government spends and save that in each of the next two years. We’ve 
done it …
(crosstalk)
30.09 JE: David Cameron, thank you, thank you…
(crosstalk)
30.10 DC: …for five years, if we do it for two more, combined with the extra taxes, in 
terms of tax avoidance and tax evasion, we will eliminate the deficit…
30.17 JE: David Cameron, thank you let me (unintelligible) the point from (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
30.18 DC: …but we’ll do it, without, reaching into working people’s pockets and taking 
their money which is what Ed Miliband is recommending.
(crosstalk)
30.23 JE: Let me put the point on the size of the deficit to Leanne Wood.
30.25 LW: The deficit can be cut, but setting arbitrary deadlines is, irresponsible, Labour 
have voted for austerity, they voted for the austerity charter, which means another 
30 billion pounds, worth, of cuts, and in the valleys where I live, we’ve yet to 
recover from, the recession before last let alone, this one and your party Ed, 
represents -- many areas of Wales at all different levels, do you accept that you’ve 
failed people in Wales, because we, represent some of the poorest, communities in 
the whole of the EU, and your party, is -- presiding over those communities.
31.03 EM: No I don’t Leanne, a -- and let me tell you about the differences between me 
and David Cameron because you’ve raised this point and it is an important point. 
He refuses to have a mansion tax in the most expensive homes above two million 
pounds, to fund the NHS instead he chooses to keep the bedroom tax. I’ll have a 
mansion tax, I’ll also have a bankers’ bonus tax put our young people, back to 
work. I will make fair choices, much fairer choices than him, and he wants to go 
much further, on the deficit he wants to go much further on spending cuts, and that 
will mean not just that we balance the books, but go further, and that will mean, a 
crushing impact on public services…
(crosstalk)
31.35 EM: …and that’s the choice for working people…
31.36 LW: May I ask you (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
31.37 JE: Ed Miliband, thank you. Nicola Sturgeon.
31.38 LW: …our funding has been disadvantaged in Wales since 1978 when the Barnett 
formula, was first invented, when your party was in power and had an opportunity 
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to sort that out, you didn’t do it. We deserve an additional 1.2 billion pounds in 
Wales to take us up, to parity with Scotland. If you get into government will you 
give 1.2 billion pounds to Wales?
(crosstalk)
32.00 NS: Ed Miliband (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
32.01 EM: May I answer that question?
(crosstalk)
32.02 JE: Let’s just bring in Nigel Farage on that point and then I’ll come to Nicola 
Sturgeon. Nigel Farage.
32.03 NF: Well you’re quite right, I mean, the Welsh negotiated a very bad deal back in 
1978 and the canny Scots, negotiated a very good deal. Err -- but this all has to be 
rebalanced because frankly, English taxpayers are a bit jeezed off, with so much of 
their money, going over Hadrian’s wall, giving people low prescription charges, and 
no university tuition whilst in England, they’re charged. So there needs to be a 
rebalancing, and in the future, Scotland should receive, less money per capita than 
it currently does that would be fair (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
32.29 NS: Well the canny…
(crosstalk)
32.30 JE: Nigel Farage, thank you, can I go to Nicola Sturgeon now?
32.31 NS: …the canny Scots have paid more tax per head of, population to the Treasury 
in every single year for the last 34 years that’s a reality but a question for Ed 
Miliband, Ed talks the language of anti-austerity, but it’s only a few weeks since, Ed 
Miliband tripped through the lobbies in the house of commons with Nick Clegg, with 
David Cameron, to vote for 30 billion pounds of cuts, over the next two years, I 
take a different view to that, I don’t believe you can simply cut your way, out of 
deficit I think David Cameron has proved that, he’s missed all, of his borrowing 
targets we need to invest and grow, our way out of the deficit, we’ve got experts 
saying that austerity, has held back, economic growth so let’s have spending 
increases, modest spending increases, allow us to invest in things that matter 
(unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
33.16 JE: Ed Miliband.
(crosstalk)
33.17 EM: I’m gonna come back directly to Nicola Sturgeon, in fact that vote…
(crosstalk)
33.19 NS: Why did you vote for 30 billion pounds of cuts, Ed?
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(crosstalk)
33.21 EM: That -- that -- that wasn’t what the vote was for…
33.23 NS: Yes it was.
33.24 EM: in fact just two weeks ago, we had a vote against, against Tory austerity, your 
S -- your SNP MPs didn’t come up, and let me just -- let me just to say to you 
Nicola...
(crosstalk)
33.25 NS: (unintelligible) Julie, on that, on that point (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
33.31 EM: let me just say this to you Nicola, you got a plan -- you’ve got a plan to cut six 
billion pounds in Scotland...
(crosstalk)
33.38 NS: The only cuts…
(crosstalk)
33.39 EM: ...in your fiscal autonomy plans, and you need to explain what that will mean 
for the people of Scotland. The reality is that SNP cuts are just the same as Tory 
cuts.
(crosstalk)
33.42 NS: the only cuts are the cuts that Ed Miliband (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
33.46 NB: Nicola Sturgeon is absolutely right...
(crosstalk)
33.49 NS: the only point of the anti-austerity motion that Ed Miliband talks about...
(crosstalk)
33.50 JE: Thank you, Nicola Sturgeon. Thank you. Natalie Bennett.
33.53 NB: Nicola Sturgeon is absolutely right. You have a choice, in the two largest 
parties here,, between austerity heavy, and austerity light. And I think we need to 
uh, s -- we’ve been talking -- David Cameron’s been talking a lot about the jobs, 
he’s created. And let’s think about the state of employment in Britain today. One in 
five workers. More than 20 percent of workers, is on less, than a living wage. 
People have been forced, into self-employment not by choice but -- because 
there’s nothing else, 80 percent of people in self-employment are living in
(audio gap at 34.24)
34.25 NC: David Cameron make much further cuts than is needed, because they want to. 
And that’s a huge difference. 
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32.31 DC: That is just simply wrong, what we’ve had is a balanced plan that’s put more 
money into the NHS...
(crosstalk)
34.34 NC: Then don’t you part from it.
34.35 DC: It’s also put more burden on the, some of the richest people through instance, 
err, through having a stamp duty on expensive properties, but what I’m hearing in 
this debate, is that whereas I want to save one out of every 100 pounds the 
government spends...
(crosstalk)
34.48 NS: Where are you...
(crosstalk)
34.49 DC: ...to not put up taxes, what I’m hearing is, more debt and more taxes, more 
debt and more taxes, a lot more debt and more taxes, some more debt and more 
taxes, and definitely more debt and more taxes...
(crosstalk)
34.56 NS: Can I ask a question from David Cameron? May I ask a direct question from 
David Cameron?
(crosstalk)
35.00 NF (unintelligible) there, prime minister
(crosstalk)
35.01 EM: Julie, can I come…
(crosstalk)
35.02 NS: David, you’re proposing an additional 12 billion pounds in welfare cuts, where, 
are those cuts going fall, who is going to pay the price of those cuts?
35.10 DC: Well -- we found, in the last parliament, Nicola, we found 21 billion pounds of 
savings in welfare… 
35.15 NS: (unintelligible) tax to support the benefits?
35.17 DC: …because everybody knows, everybody knows that welfare was overblown... 
(crosstalk)
35.18 NS: Take away the child benefit?
(crosstalk)
35.19 DC: ...and needed to be properly dealt with. Now what is the alternative, to making 
reductions on welfare? It is putting up taxes and cutting people’s pay.
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35.25 NS: But let’s, let’s explain (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
35.26 DC: I don’t want to see that happen, and that is what happened under the last 
Labour government.
(crosstalk)
35.30 NS: ...let’s explain what that means, one million people, on disability benefit across 
the UK are going to lose hu -- 1,100 pounds of their benefit, that’s not the kind of 
economic plan, I want, I want an economic plan that gets the deficit down…
(crosstalk)
35.40 JE: Thank you, Nicola Sturgeon. Nigel Farage.
(crosstalk)
35.41 NS: …but protects the vulnerable.
35.44 NF: As I say, I think we should reprioritize, government spending -- err, we should 
put the British people first. We should worry a bit less, about propping up foreign 
regimes through, eh -- umm, you know, a wasted 10 billion pounds a year on 
foreign aid, which all of them agree to, for some reason that’s completely beyond 
me -- umm, and really, frankly, costing 10 billion a year net, to be a member of the 
European union, for no trade advantage whatsoever these are massive savings we 
could make, and we could actually, you know -- some of the concerns. About social 
spending and everything else, that’s not where the cuts need to come, let’s stop 
giving foreign money ((away)).
36.16 JE: Thank you, thank you, Nigel Farage. Natalie Bennett.
36.18 NB: Just to make it absolutely clear, we want to lift, aid, to one percent. Of GDP, 
increase, the aid, because we need a more secure, stable world. That means tankli 
-- tackling hunger, tackling disease, supporting democracy and human rights…
(crosstalk)
36.31 JE: Thank you… 
36.32 NB: …that’s what our aid should be for. 
36.33 JE: Ed Miliband.
36.34 EM: I do think we’ve seen the choice tonight Julie, because I -- I’ve said I’ll cut the 
deficit every year and we’ll balance the books. I’ve said there’ll have to be 
spending, reductions, outside key areas like the NHS and education. David 
Cameron has an extreme plan, he’s failed in this parliament and wants to go much 
much further, now I’m not gonna stand on the stage tonight and don’t -- and say 
there don’t have to be difficult decisions. Cuts will have to come. But we can do it in 
a balanced way, we can do it in a fair way.
36.58 JE: Thank you very much indeed, party leaders, on our first question this evening.
*
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01.52.27 JE: Ladies and gentlemen we’ve come to the end of our free-flowing debate, 
there’s been a lot discussed here over the last two hours, a lot for us all to reflect 
upon before we conclude tonight, I’d like now to invite each of the leaders to make 
a final and brief statement why they think, you should vote for their party, on May 
the 7th and I’ll turn first, to Nicola Sturgeon.
01.52.47 NS: Tonight the choice at, this, election has been clear. You can vote for the 
same old parties and get the same old politics. More cuts, and more misguided -- 
priorities. Or you can vote for something, different, better, and more progressive. 
I’m going into this election with a clear message. None of us, can afford, more, 
austerity. None of us can afford an additional 30 billion pounds, of cuts, and none 
of us, can afford the 100 billion, pounds, that the Tories Labour and Liberals intend 
to spend of new nuclear weapons, their priorities are wrong. But they won’t pay the 
price, it will be ordinary people across, the country, who pay, the price, the SNP 
offers, an alternative, a clear alternative. A plan, for investment. Yes it is fiscally, 
responsible but it will also allow us to invest in, infrastructure, protect our public 
services and to lift people out, of poverty, to people in Scotland I say vote SNP for 
a louder voice, for Scotland to people elsewhere, I say, ours will be a voice to help 
bring about change for you too.
 01.53.56 JE: Nicola Sturgeon thank you, Nick Clegg.
01.53.58 NC: Well thank you for sitting through this, 2-hour, er, political marathon I just 
have one more thing to ask of you and it is this. When you vote, make sure that 
you decide what’s right for you and your family, make sure you do what’s right for 
our country. But above all, make sure that we won’t lurch this way or that. Make 
sure that we don’t borrow too much on the one hand or cut too much on the other, 
in other words, make sure that when you vote, we keep our country stable, and 
strong, and fair, and the only way we can do that is by finishing the job, finishing it 
fairly, balancing the books, doing it fairly, putting money to our public services, 
because that’s the only that we can create the society that I, imagine we all want. A 
society where we have, a stronger economy, and a fairer society, where there is 
opportunity, for everyone. 
01.54.50 JE: Nick Clegg, thank you. Ed Miliband.
01.54.53 EM: You’ve heard from seven leaders tonight but there’s one fundamental 
choice, at this election. Do we build a Britain that puts working people first, or do 
we carry on with a government that’s not on your side. If I’m prime minister, I’ll 
make sure we reward the hard work, of everybody in our country. Not just those 
who get the six-figure bonuses. If I’m prime minister, I’ll take on those energy 
companies that are ripping you off. If I’m prime minister everyone will play by the 
same rules. We won’t give the green light to tax avoidance. And if I’m prime 
minister, we’ll cut the deficit every year, and balance the books, but we’ll protect 
health and education. There is a big choice, at this -- election. I believe that it’s 
when working people succeed, that Britain succeeds. If you believe that too, I ask 
for your support, and let’s bring the change, that Britain needs.
01.55.43 JE: Ed Miliband, thank you very much, indeed, Leanne Wood.
01.55.46 LW: I hope that what you’ve heard here tonight doesn’t fill you with too much 
despair, despite what you’ve heard there is, an alternative to the Westminster 
consensus in favor of more cuts. Austerity is not, inevitable, it’s, a choice. We can 
have a future where everyone has access to decent public services. Where 
everyone can have a decent standard of living. But not if we keep doing things the 
way we always have done. For a stronger, more prosperous, greener Wales, for a 
Wales that counts, for the devolution and financial settlement, that is no longer se 
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-- second rate, give your vote to Plaid Cumry, the party of Wales. For Wales to be 
strong, like Scotland, Plaid Cumry, must be strong. The more strength you give us, 
the greater influence we will have. Let us be the success we know, we can be, 
thank you, diolch yn fawr.
01.56.49 JE: Diolch yn fawr. Leanne Wood. Natalie Bennett.
01.56.53 NB: If you want change, you have to vote for it. I say, vote, for what you, believe, 
in. You don’t have to go on. Voting, for the lesser of two evils. That’s how we ended 
up with the tired, failed politics we have now. If you want a fair economy, a public 
NHS, a stable climate, vote for change, vote Green. Already, in parliament we’ve 
seen Caroline Lucas. Make a huge impact. We need, more MPs, like Caroline. 
With a strong group of Green MPs, we can deliver, a new kind, of politics. You, can 
deliver. A peaceful political revolution. Wherever you are, in England, Wales, 
Scotland, or Northern Ireland. If you’re thinking about voting Green, do it. Your vote 
will count.
01.57.56 JE: Natalie Bennett thank you, Nigel Farage.
01.57.58 NF: You see warned you in the beginning I said they were all the same. And 
what you’ve -- and what you’ve seen tonight. Is the politically correct political class 
oh they’re very keen to be popular, on the international stage, they don’t 
understand, the hopes thoughts and aspirations of ordinary people in this country, 
they are detached, most of them, have never had a job, in their lives, uh -- what we 
represent in UKIP is plain, spoken, patriotism, we believe in this country, we 
believe in its people, we think Britain can be a lot better than this, but. If you want, 
things to be shaken up, and to change properly, you’ve gotta put more, UKIP MPs, 
in Westminster we won two by-elections last year, we can outshine all 
expectations, on May the 7th, let’s do it.
01.58.44 JE: Nigel Farage thank you, David Cameron.
01.58.47 DC: Thank you. I’ve been your, prime minister for the last five years, and all that 
time, I’ve tried to have one task in mind. Above all others, and that has been 
turning our economy ‘round, putting the country back to work, and clearing up the 
mess that was, left to us. I want to stand for another five years, because I want us 
to finish the job, that we’ve all started. We’ve created two million jobs, let’s create a 
job for everyone who wants and needs one. We’ve cut the deficit in half, let’s clear 
it all together and have Britain back in the black. We’ve invested in our National 
Health Service, let’s keep doing that and make sure it’s a genuine service seven 
days a week, for you and your family all, year round. What my plan is about is 
basically one word: security, security for you, for your family, for our country. This is 
an amazing country, and we’re on our way back. And there’s a fundamental choice 
at this election. Stick with a plan with the team that brought that plan, because it’s 
working and it’s helping. Or put it all at risk, by the people who gave us, the 
spending the debt the taxes and the waste, I say, let’s stick to the plan that’s 
working, let’s not go back to square one, let’s finish what we started.
01.59.57 JE: David Cameron, thank you very much indeed. 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Appendix D     
Opposition Parties Election Debate, 16 April 2015 (BBC 2015)
Speakers: 
David Dimbleby, moderator
Leanne Wood, leader of Plaid Cumry 
Nigel Farage, leader of UKIP
Ed Miliband, leader of Labour Party
Nicola Sturgeon, leader of SNP
Natalie Bennett, leader of Green Party
Charlotte Dennis, audience member
*
00.43 David Dimbleby: And so of course there are rules for these debates that have been 
carefully worked out by the broadcasters, we are not free for our audience to cross 
question them, or for me to do it too much. The actual pattern here is that five 
leaders who haven’t been told the questions in advance, that’s very important, will 
each be given a minute to answer each question, before there’s ten minutes or so 
for debate between them. And then we begin as the other debate began with 
opening remarks from the leaders. They have one minute each. We have a host of 
stop watches here to time it, but they have one minute each and we start with 
Leanne Wood.
01.20 Leanne Wood: People across the UK, are looking for an alternative to the grey, 
stale, politics, as usual. And people are seeing through, the austerity, myth. They 
told us that slashing services, would deliver, a recovery for all, it has not. Plaid 
Cymru has a vision for a post-austerity, society. Our MPs will work with 
progressives from other parties, to deliver prosperity. Investment, and job creation, 
public services, and strong communities. Cuts, are, a choice. Austerity and the old 
politics, are not, inevitable. Plaid Cymru will not apologize, for speaking up for 
Wales at every opportunity. And, we will work, for a new politics. Co-operating, with 
others, for the good of all.
02.19 DD: Thank you, Leanne. Nigel Farage?
02.22 Nigel Farage: This General Election has become farcical, every morning, billions of 
pounds are being offered, showered around like confetti, they are trying to bribe 
you, with borrowed money. Now UKIP has come up with a fully-costed, verified 
plan, that shows, we can cut the taxes, of working people in this country, to bring 
about real economic prosperity and we do it by cutting the bloated overseas foreign 
aid budget, our contributions, to the European Union. Let's take back control of our 
country, take back control of our borders, put in place, an Australian-style point 
system to control immigration, and take on the big corporate giants, who have 
driven down salaries, and made life so difficult, for our five million, small 
businesses. It’s only UKIP, that is prepared to talk straight, I'm not frightened, of 
upsetting, the -- very ((politically)) correct-class who are afraid to touch difficult 
issues no we’ll tell it as it is and I have a feeling, that I’m the only person here 
saying, what a lot of you at home, are really thinking.
03.21 DD: Ed Miliband.
03.23 Ed Miliband: We need to change our country. Fo -- for five years we’ve seen bills 
rising faster than wages. We’ve seen an NHS going backwards, and we’ve seen 
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young people, fearing they’ll have a worse life than their parents. Now David 
Cameron, has chosen not to come tonight. He’s chosen not to defend his record. I 
believe that Britain can do so much better. And not a penny of our plan is paid for, 
from extra borrowing. So we’ll have more doctors and nurses in our NHS, paid for, 
by a mansion tax, on properties worth over two million pounds. We’ll clamp down 
on the tax avoiders, and we’ll freeze your energy bills, ‘till 2017. These and other 
ideas will help working families. But I’m gonna reject ideas that you will hear 
tonight, that will hurt working families. Like taking Britain, out of the European 
Union, or breaking up, our United Kingdom. If I’m Prime Minister, I’ll always put 
working families first, because that’s the way we succeed, as a country.
04.23 DD: Thank you very much. Nicola Sturgeon. 
04.26 Nicola Sturgeon: To those watching in Scotland, my promise is this, if you vote, 
SNP, we will make your voice heard, the SNP will always stand up, for Scotland's 
best interest, my promise to everyone, is that the SNP will work constructively to 
deliver progressive change for ordinary people right across, the UK. For as long as 
Scotland remains part of the Westminster system, we have a shared interest in 
making it work better, for the many, not the few. Now the truth is that no one party 
looks likely to win an outright majority, at this, election, that means we will need to 
build bridges between our different parties if we are to deliver, real change. The 
SNP will work with people of like mind to bring about, an alternative, to austerity 
protection for the NHS, a higher minimum wage, more jobs, a vote for the SNP is a 
vote to make Scotland's voice heard, but ours will also be a voice, for new, better 
progressive politics, at Westminster, for everyone.
05.29 DD: Thank you very much. Now to Natalie Bennett. .
05.31 Natalie Bennett: There’s been, a powerful opposition, in Parliament in the last five 
years. Her name, was Caroline Lucas. Caroline is leading the way, in restoring the 
NHS and our railways, and fighting against fracking. You can elect, a strong group 
of Green MPs like Caroline, with a vision, of a humane, sustainable Britain. Don’t 
believe the advocates, of spiteful austerity, this is the world's sixth richest country. 
We can, give our young, a properly funded, education. We can, provide free health 
and social care, for our elderly. We can, and must make sure that everyone has 
food on the table, and a stable home, to live in. The Green Party are the real 
challengers. Offering a million new jobs, combatting climate change, restoring vital 
community services. That’s why voters are turning to us. Challenge the 
establishment, vote Green.
06.33 DD: Thank you, thank you all very much. Well, those are the formal opening 
statements, and now we come, to something, less predictable. The questions from 
our audience, which our panel here, of course do not know. The first question 
tonight comes from Charlotte Dennis. Charlotte?
06.48 Charlotte Dennis: As someone about to enter the job market, do you think it’s fair, 
to increase Government spending, like so many of you plan to do, when my 
generation will be left to pay off the debt?
06.58 DD: Right, you have the question, and you have a minute each to start with, before 
we debate it. Nicola Sturgeon, would you start?
07.04 NS: Well, I believe it’s really important to get the deficit and the debt down. But I 
also believe that economic policy, is not an end in itself it’s a means to allow people 
to live healthier, happier, and more prosperous lives. And if that policy, the policy of 
austerity, is driving more people into poverty including more children, if it’s 
undermining our public services, and if it’s actually holding back, economic growth 
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then I think it’s time to change that policy, that’s why the SNP is proposing, an 
alternative. Modest spending increases, in the next Parliament, that would still see 
the debt and the deficit reduced every year, yes, it would take a couple of years 
longer to completely eliminate the deficit, but I think that is a price worth paying, for 
enabling us to invest, in infrastructure, in innovation, in skills, in the things that 
allow us to get, our economy growing, to invest in our public he -- services like the 
National Health Service, and to have real action to lift people out of poverty, that’s 
why I am proud to argue that alternative in this election.
08.08 DD: Ed Miliband?
08.10 EM: Charlotte, you’re right. We’ve got to live within our means, as a country. And 
that’s why under my plan we’ll cut the deficit every year, and we’ll balance the 
books. But we’ll do it a different way from David Cameron. And I reject his plan to 
double the spending cuts next year. Because I think for you and so many people in 
this audience who rely on our NHS, that would be a disaster. So here’s our plan. 
Our plan is to have fair taxes, to reverse David Cameron's tax cut, for millionaires, 
which has given every millionaire in Britain 43,000 pounds, a year, it’s to clamp 
down on that tax avoidance and raise 7.5 billion pounds a year. It’s to protect 
education and health, but outside some key areas like that, to see spending fall. 
And it’s also about something else. Because by raising living standards of working 
people in this country, we can get more tax revenues in, and we can get the deficit 
down. It’s a fair plan, it’s a better plan, a better plan from David Cameron's carrying 
on, as he is.
09.08 DD: Okay, um, Natalie, your turn.
09.11 NB: Well, Charlotte, I’m greatly concerned about the debt that your, generation 
faces, but that debt, for about the 50 percent who go to university, is tuition fee 
debt, which we want to reduce to zero, and pay off the student loans. Students are 
leaving with 44,000 pounds worth of debt on average, 73 percent of them, will 
never pay it off. And of course, you’re going out into a, workplace where one in five 
workers is on less than a living wage, people aren’t paid enough money to live on, 
they’re indeed stacking up debts just to meet their basic costs. The cost of housing 
is enormous. And that’s why we, do want to deal with the debt and the deficit, and 
we reduce it to about one percent of GDP from five percent of GDP in our 
manifesto now. But, if we invest some of that money, in building a social home, a 
home that you might be able to live in, and a genuinely affordable rent, if we invest 
that in renewable energy, in providing warm, comfortable, affordable to heat 
homes, then you are much better off we’ve invested in your future, and your entire 
generation's future.
10.12 DD: Nigel Farage.
10.14 NF: Well, Charlotte you’re quite right, and, what nobody wants to talk about, and it’s 
a great shame that David Cameron is not here, is that in the last five years, our 
national debt has doubled. From 850 billion to 1.5 trillion the interest repayments, 
on that are already bigger, than our current level of defence spending, and that’s 
with interest rates at rock bottom, on the floor. So you’re right, it is not fair, because 
we are burdening future generations. All I can say is listening to the promises, that I 
have heard from the people here tonight and the other two, who went somewhere 
else this evening, is they are gonna drive us, into even greater debt -- frankly, 
bankruptcy for your generation. UKIP is the only party to come up with a credible 
plan. By cutting our foreign aid budget. By cutting our EU contributions. By 
stopping white elephant projects like HS2, and by recalculating the Barnett formula, 
so that less money goes over Hadrian’s Wall to Scotland, we can save 32 billion 
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pounds a year. And if you ally that, to tax cuts and growth, UKIP is the only party 
with a plan, to get this debt down.
11.18 DD: Leanne Wood.
11.21 LW: Plaid Cymru does want to tackle the deficit, but not at any cost and not 
according to artificial deadlines. We want to invest, in the future generation, and we 
want to invest, in job creation. Our welfare state was hard fought for, and 
remember, that investment was put in, to building that welfare state in the 1940s, 
when there was no money, in the coffers, when the country's debt was massive. 
But that time delivered public services, for all, and remember it also delivered a 
generation in the 1950s, that were told, that they’d never had it so good. So 
continuing on the path of austerity will deliver a very uncertain future, for the next 
generations, investing in job creation and public services now, will offer ’em a much 
better future.
12.16 DD: Okay, thank you. Well -- erm, Ed Miliband, Nigel Farage says he’s the only one 
of the five of you, who plans to get rid of a 1.5 trillion debt. And 46 billion pounds a 
year of interest payments, is he right?
12.36 EM: No, and look, his sums don’t add up, but I, I -- what I would say to Charlotte 
and the audience here and indeed at home, is you’ve got to make a judgment 
about two things in this debate. Balance, and fairness. Look -- I think there’s some 
people on the stage who will say that there don't have to be cuts, at all. There’ll be 
some people like Nigel, who wants to follow David Cameron's extreme plan, to 
double the cuts next year which I think will be a disaster for the public services, and 
then this question of fairness. Nigel actually wants to cut, the top rate of income 
tax, even further for the highest earners in our country, another 43,000 pound tax 
cut, now, I just have a different view about the way a country succeeds. I -- I think 
that this idea that you just help the rich and the powerful, and the wealth will trickle 
down to everyone else, is not the answer. You put working people first so, think 
about these two things as you cast your vote and make your decision, balance, 
and fairness. I believe ours is a balanced plan and a fair plan.
13.26 DD: Okay, and your sums... Your sums don't add up?
13.33 NF: Well, our sums do add up, and int -- very interestingly, Ed, we’re the first 
political party in the history of this country, to have had our manifesto promises 
independently verified, by, an economic think tank. You obviously haven't read the 
manifesto you should. We haven’t proposed tax cuts for the rich, this is not the right 
time to do that, now is the time, to take the low-paid on minimum wage out of tax, 
now is the time, to help, the squeezed middle, to give people incentives, to go to 
work, to make that gap between being at work and being on benefits bigger. Er -- 
and I have to say, this talk of austerity, from you and all the others, please, please, 
please can we remember, this year we are borrowing 90, billion, pounds more, our 
the national debt is 1.5 trillion, we have a real problem here, and I haven’t heard 
from you, Ed, a single cut, that you would make, not one.
14.19 EM: Well that's not, that’s wrong, Nigel.
14.21 NF: Tell me.
(crosstalk)
14.22 EM: Well I’ll tell you.
(crosstalk)
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14.23 NF: Tell me how you’re gonna balance the books.
(crosstalk)
14.24 EM: We’ve said that for pensioners with incomes over 42,000 pounds we’ll take 
away the winter fuel allowance that’s a difficult decision.
14.28 NF: Yeah.
14.29 EM: We’ve shown how we can save hundreds of millions of pounds, in local 
government, in policing as well but I just want to take issue . . .
(crosstalk)
14.33 NF: That’s peanuts!
(crosstalk)
14.34 EM: I want to take issue, I want to take issue . . .
(crosstalk)
14.35 DD: Let me bring one or two of the others in . . .
(crosstalk)
14.37 EM: Let me just say this David about the spending cuts... 
(crosstalk)
14.38 DD: Alright
14.39 EM: ...because I really want the audience to understand this, because Nigel hasn’t 
denied, that he wants to double the spending cuts next year now, he’s got these 
fantasy figures that somehow getting out of Europe is going to save all this money, 
when it’s a disaster for jobs in our country, the reality is, that for the NHS and 
education, Nigel, your plans are dangerous. They are like David Cameron's plans 
and they are dangerous, for our core public services, which Charlotte and many 
others rely on.
15.02 DD: Alright, Nicola Sturgeon, do you -- agree with what Ed Miliband says?
15.05 NS: Well, I want to get rid of the Tories, on May the 7th and I think it’s a disgrace 
that David Cameron is not here to defend his record. But I want to see -- [applause] 
I, I want to see the Tories replaced with something, better, when Ed talks about 
cuts, outside the protected areas, that’s jargon let me tell you what that means, that 
means cuts to social care, to social security, to local government services, to 
defence, Ed’s in the position that he’s so (unintelligible) to austerity, so scared to be 
bold, that he's not even doing the right thing by the NHS he’s not promising the 
money, the National Health Service needs, I think it's time not for a pretend, 
alternative, to austerity, it's time for a real alternative to austerity that's what I'm 
offering. And if Labour won’t be bold enough on its own, I think people should vote 
for parties, that will hold Labour to account, and make them bolder.
16.06 DD: Natalie Bennett, you, uh, you were nodding in agreement while she was 
talking.
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16.09 NB: Exactly right, let’s think about one group of people. There are 800,000 people 
over the age of 65 in Britain at the moment. Who need social care, who aren't 
getting it. Those are people who need help getting out of bed in the morning, 
people who need help, to feed themselves, need help bathing, need help to live a 
basically decent civilised life. They’re not getting that help. And what the Green 
party is saying is we have to provide that help, and at the same time ensure that 
the NHS is providing the services we need. We wanna create 400,000 new jobs, in 
social care in the NHS. Those are jobs, I don't know what your plans in life are 
Charlotte but perhaps one of those jobs might be yours. And those are jobs that 
ensure that the most vulnerable in our society, are being looked after are being 
cared for, and of course, the people who get those jobs will also be paying tax, and 
National Insurance, and have some money to spend in their local communities.
17.03 DD: Leanne Wood. 
17.06 LW: Government spending shouldn't just be thought about as expenditure, it should 
also be thought about as investment, investment in the future. Now austerity has 
delivered, uh -- we’ve paid a high price for austerity, 31 percent, of children, in 
Wales, are in poverty. [to Ed Miliband] 29 percent in your constituency of children 
are in poverty. Thousands of people are on food banks, 30 percent of people, 
where I live young people, are out of work. Now my view is that Labour are letting 
the Tories off the hook, by committing, to the Tories' spending plans. So if you 
were, prime minister, Ed, I wonder if you could tell us would you be prepared to 
hold an emergency budget, to reverse those Tory spending cuts that are causing, 
so much pain to so many people in so many of our communities?
17.57 EM: Well -- you’ve given me a real opportunity, Leanne. [applause] Let me tell you 
what’s gonna be in Labour's first budget. We’re gonna have a mansion tax on 
properties above 2 million pounds, to fund our National Health Service, something 
David Cameron would never do. We’re gonna abolish the bedroom tax, we’re 
gonna have a bank bonus tax to put our young people, right across every part of 
the United Kingdom back to work, and I do say to some people on the stage 
tonight. Let's not pretend there is no difference between me and David Cameron 
you know Nicola, there is a huge difference between me and David Cameron. . .
18.26 NS: (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
18.27 EM: just the three things that we've mentioned and so many other things beside…
(crosstalk)
18.30 NS: (unintelligible)
(crosstalk)
18.31 EM: And look, the real danger in this country is of a re-elected David Cameron. 
Who doubles the spending cuts, falling living standards and a threat to our National 
Health Service, and that is the big choice on offer at this election.
(crosstalk)
18.41 DD: But Nicola is saying you should be bolder. 
(crosstalk)
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18.42 LW: (unintelligible) Will you reverse the cuts?
(crosstalk)
18.44 DD: You may not have heard her say that Nicola’s saying you should be bolder.
(crosstalk)
18.45 NS: I don't say . . . I don’t say there’s no difference between Ed Miliband and David 
Cameron.
(crosstalk)
18.49 EM: Well that’s good.
(crosstalk)
18.50 NS: I say there is not a big enough difference between Ed Miliband, and David 
Cameron.  That's the thing, now, Charlotte’s -- [applause] Charlotte’s question was 
rightly about the next generation, you know, we have experts saying, that if we 
continue with austerity cuts by 2020, there are going to be one, million, more 
children across the UK, living in poverty, that would be a betrayal of the next 
generation what I’m proposing is responsible, modest spending increases that still 
gets the deficit down because yes that is important, but doesn’t do it by heaping 
more and more pain, onto the backs of the people who can least afford it and I 
want to say, to Ed, we share a desire to see the back of the Tories but surely, we 
don't want to replace the Tories with Tory Lite…
(crosstalk)
19.35 EM: Well that’s not the…
(crosstalk)
19.36 NS: We need to replace the Tories with something better.
(crosstalk)
19.39 DD: Ed Miliband, just… Ed Miliband, ho -- ho -- hold on a moment -- let me bring in 
Nigel Farage and then I’ll come back to you.
(crosstalk)
19.46 NF: I've offered cuts of 32 billion pounds a year. That will not affect our public 
services...
(crosstalk)
19.50 EM: Oh come on, Nigel…
(crosstalk)
19.51 NF: Ed has offered peanuts, and as for the rest, Charlotte, back to your question, 
you're gonna be paying for this lot for a very long time to come.
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19.59 EM: I wan  -- I want to respond directly to Nicola -- Sturgeon. Because look, Nicola 
the other thing you're not telling people tonight, is that with your plan for fiscal 
autonomy, you -- you’re planning 7.6 billion, pounds, worth of cuts in Scotland, the 
Institute for Fiscal Studies says it, and what’s that based on? That's fa -- based on 
your principal desire, of your drive towards independence. You haven't given up the 
desire towards independence now, I don't want to break up the country, I want to 
run the country in a different way. I think the problem in our country is not that we 
are one United Kingdom, it’s that we’re run for the richest and most powerful, and 
we should be run for working families again, and my plan does it but it’s a 
responsible plan Nicola, it's not a plan that denies we need to get the deficit 
down…
(crosstalk)
20.38 NS: (unintelligible) 
(crosstalk)
20.39 EM: ...it’s not a plan that denies to Charlotte that we need to balance the books, or 
people at home, and people at home know we have to live within our means, and 
you can come along on the stage tonight, and deny the need for difficult decisions, 
and then plan… 
(crosstalk)
20.50 NS: Well let me ask you a question, Ed, let me ask you a direct...
(crosstalk)
20.51 EM: . . . and then 7.6 billion pounds worth of cuts in Scotland, but I don’t think it’s 
going to convince anyone.
(crosstalk)
20.53 NS: Ed, let me ask you a direct question...
(crosstalk)
20.55 DD: Natalie, and then I’ll come to you.
20.56 NS: You quote the IFS at me, the IFS said about you that people who vote Labour 
they don't know, what they are voting for now we know, you voted with the Tories 
for 30 billion pounds of cuts, you say that’s not your plan but there will be cuts. Tell 
us tonight, because people have a right to know, what is the scale of the cut, how 
much, cut, are you talking about and where is the axe going to fall it’s a simple 
question, give us an answer.
21.18 EM: I’ve explained that outside the protected areas, health, education . . .
(crosstalk)
21.22 NS: How many billions?
(crosstalk)
21.23 EM: . . . and international development, spending is gonna fall, but I just ask…
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(crosstalk)
21.26 NS: By how much?
21.27 EM: I ask people at home to be the judge, and that depends, on raising living 
standards, the economic growth we get in our country, as one part of the plan, but I 
ask people at home to make this judgement, you can have someone on the stage, 
who is denying, the need, for spending cuts or any -- any difficult decisions but 
then is planning these big cuts, or you can have my plan, or you can have David 
Cameron's plan, which is to double the cuts next year, bigger cuts in the next three 
years than in the last five, which as I say, would be deeply damaging to our public 
services.
21.53 DD: Alright . . . I think we should move on in a moment, but Natalie Bennett.
21.56 NB: Well Ed, I just want to say for you, just look at some of your promises and 
some of the things you have made clear. You want to cap, child benefit, for two 
years. By contrast the Green party wants to lift it to 40 pounds per child per year. 
You, want to in a classic kind of Labour halfway house, cut university tuition fees by 
a third. Which is better than what we've got now, but it's just a very modest 
improvement. You also haven’t committed to what extra money you’re going to put 
into the NHS the NHS, that we are being told this morning so desperately needs, 
that extra money. And the other thing you’re really not focusing on, is making big 
multinational companies pay their way, and that's what we desperately need to do 
at the moment. Rich individuals, that’s why the Green party wants a top rate of tax 
of 60p, for earnings over 150,000 pounds. We need to rebalance this society you’re 
just holding things at the same kind of level.
22.48 EM: Can I come back to you…
(crosstalk)
22.50 DD: We’ll have to move on (unintelligible) but just a last word, quickly, Leanne 
Wood.
22.54 LW: Well, I would agree with you that the Tories are damaging so that's why I would 
ask you to work with us, to bring an end to Tory -- fu -- further Tory cuts, and 
another Tory government.
*
01.22.54 DD: Well now we turn to the leaders' closing statements. One minute each, 
again, on the clock and Nicola Sturgeon kicks off.
01.23.00 NS: I’m going into this election with a very clear message, none of us can afford, 
more, austerity, our NHS, our children, our economy can't afford the billions of 
pounds of additional cuts planned by Labour, the Liberals and the Tories. And none 
of us can afford the 100 billion pounds they plan to spend, on new, nuclear 
weapons. Their priorities are wrong, and it will be ordinary people across the UK, 
who pay, the price, unless you choose, differently. We have seen tonight that 
Labour alone will not be bold enough, to deliver the real progressive change, that 
people, need, a big team of SNP MPs can force the pace, of progressive change 
we offer an alternative, real investment in the NHS and housing and child care, and 
jobs. To voters in Scotland I ask you to vote SNP, to make Scotland's voice heard, 
and to voters elsewhere, I pledge that ours will be a voice to deliver, real change, 
for you too.
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01.24.01 DD: Leanne Wood.
01.24.06 LW: Plaid Cymru does not accept that this is as good as it gets. At this election, 
we can change course. Tonight, we've heard the leader of the opposition, refuse to 
reverse Tory spending cuts. Opposition, that promises more of the same, is no 
opposition, at all. You have an alternative. In Wales Plaid Cymru offers a vision to 
rebalance power and wealth, throughout these islands, away from the powerful 
few. Now is exactly the time to invest in our people, public services, a living wage, 
an NHS fit for the 21st century. All nations equal, in terms of resources, and self-
government. If you like what Plaid Cymru has to say, then vote for us. Vote for 
Plaid Cymru, the party of Wales. Thank you.
01.25.04 DD: Natalie Bennett.
01.25.06 NB: We don't have to take any more of this. The Tories' heavy austerity, has cut 
deep, into the lives of those who can least afford it. Labour, isn't challenging 
austerity, just offering us a slightly lighter version of the same failed recipe. What 
does that leave? The Lib Dems. Many people voted Lib Dem in 2010, to keep the 
Tories out. They won't be doing that, again. Tactical voting has given us the kind of 
politics, that we have now. Instead, I urge you, to vote for what you believe in. For 
our future, and for future generations to come. If you agreed with me tonight, vote 
Green, don't listen to the people who tell you, that you'll have to settle for a pale, 
imitation. If you want real change, you have to vote for it. It's time, to vote, for hope. 
It's time, to be bold, vote Green.
01.26.11 DD: Ed -- Ed Miliband.
01.26.14 EM: You -- you’ve heard tonight from five different parties, but there is one 
fundamental choice, at this election. Do we carry on with the Conservative plan, 
that says we should put the richest and most powerful first in our country, or do we 
choose a different idea? I believe it's time to put working families first again in our 
country, putting your living standards first, having more doctors and nurses, in our 
National Health Service, having a future, for our young people, all underpinned by 
cutting the deficit every year, and balancing the books. Now, David Cameron, 
refused to come and debate tonight. But I've got a message for him. David, if you 
think this election is about leadership, then debate me one-on-one. I believe my 
ideas, my vision for the country, is better for the working families, of Britain. If you 
disagree, then prove it, debate me, and let the people decide.
01.27.16 DD: Nigel Farage.
01.27.17 NF: I believe the gap between our career professional political classes and 
ordinary people, has never been wider, and that's been exemplified, er -- this 
evening. They basically aren’t very different at all, and they’re not prepared to 
stand up and fight for ordinary folk in this country, by confronting, the tough issues, 
I am, and I’m unafraid, to say what I think and whether you agree, with everything I 
say or not, know that when I say it, I do so, because I believe in it, I'm patriotic, I 
believe in this country, I believe in the people of this country, I believe we would be 
so much better if we governed ourselves, controlled our borders, and gave ordinary 
workers a chance, against the takeover, of the giant corporate companies, who 
have now basically, taken over, our political parties. I’ll fight for the little man, for the 
little woman, I’ll fight for this country, this is the chance, for the most radical, 
political change we have seen, for, decades. Vote UKIP if you want things to 
change.
